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XIII 


MEMORANDA. 

On  the  16th  of  September  1834,  the  Right  Honoor- 
mble  Sir  John  Leach^  Master  of  the  Rolls,  died. 

Id  the  following  October^  his  Majesty's  Solicitor- 
General,  Sir  Charles  Christapher  Pepyz^  was  appointed 
to  the  vacant  office  of  Master  of  the  Rolls ;  and  Bobert 
Mon$ey  Bidfi^  Esq.,  one  of  his  Majesty's  Counsel,  was, 
some  time  after,  appointed  to  the  office  of  Solicitor- 
General. 

In  Trinitg  vacation  1834,  Frederick  Thesiger,  JViUiam 
Erie,  and  Crewodl  CrestweU,  of  the  Inner  Temple^ 
Esqrs.,  were  appointed  his  Majesty's  Counsel;  and 
Matthew  Davenport  HiU,  of  Lincolris  Inn,  E^q.,  re- 
ceived a  patent  of  precedence,  to  rank  next  after  Mr. 
Thesiger.  They  severally  took  their  seats  within  the 
bar  in  the  following  Michaelmas  Term. 

In  the  same  Michaelmas  Term  Richard  Preston^  E^., 
was  appointed  one  of  his  Majesty's  Counsel. 

QnFridmfj  the  %\si of  Naoember  1834,  Lord  Brougham 
and  Vatue  resigned  the  Great  Seal,  which  was  on  the 
same  day  delivered  to  Lord  Lofndhurstj  who  continued 
to  hold  the  office  of  Lord  Chief  Baron  of  the  Exchequer, 
together  with  that  of  Lord  High  Chancellor,  until  the 
£3d  of  December  following.  Lord  Lyndhurst  took  the 
oaths  and  his  seat  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  as  Lord 
High  Chancellor  on  Saturday^  the  22d  of  Novembet\ 


On 


xiv  MEMORANDA. 

On  the  23d  of  December  1834,  Lord  Lyndhurst  re- 
signed the  office  of  Lord  Chief  Baron  of  the  Exchequer^ 
and  was  succeeded  in  the  same  by  Sir  James  Scarlett^ 
Knight,  one  of  his  Majesty's  Coiinsel,  who  was  shortly 
afterwards  created  a  Peer  by  the  title  of  Baron  AbingeTf 
of  Abinger  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  and  of  the  city  of 
Norwich. 

About  the  same  time,  Sir  Edward  Burtfinshaw  Sugderij 
Knight,  one  of  his  Majesty's  Counsel^  was  appointed 
Lord  High  Chancellor  of  Ireland,  on  the  resignation  of 
Lord  Plunkett ;  and  Frederick  PoUock,  Esq.,  one  of  bis 
Majesty's  Counsel,  and  William  Webb  FoUeU,  Esq^ 
were  respectively  appointed  his  Majesty's  Attorney- 
General  and  his  Majesty's  Solicitor-General, .  on  the 
resignations  of  Sir  John  CampbeU,  Knight,  and  Robert 
Monsey  Rolfe,  Esq.  Frederick  Pollock  and  William 
Webb  Follelt,  Esqrs.,  respectively  received  the  honour  of 
knighthood  upon  their  appointment 

On  the  J  ^  of  January  1885,  Sir  WiUiam  Elias 
Taunton,  one  of  the  Justices  of  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench,  died;  and  John  Taylor  Coleridge,  Esq.,  Serjeant- 
at-law,  was  appointed  to  the  vacant  office,  and  was 
thereupon  knighted. 

In  Michaelmas  vacation,  Daniel  Wakefield,  Henry  John 
Shepherd,  Walker  Skirrow,  Christopher  Temple,  John 
Miller,  Richard  Torin  Kindersky,  Edward  Jacob,  James 
Wigram,  and  Fitzrqy  Kelly,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  Esqrs. ; 
William  Surge,  George  Spence,  and  Thomas  Joshua 
Piatt,  of  the/»ii^'  Temple,  Esqrs.;  and  Charles  Henry 
Barber,  of  Grat/s  Inn,  Esq.,  were  appointed  his  Ma- 
jesty's Counsel,  and  took  their  seats  within  the  bar  in 
the  following  Hilary  Term. 

On 


MEMORANDA.  ^^ 

On  the  28d  of  April  18S5,  Lord  Lyndhurst  resigned 
the  Great  Seal,  which  was  immediately  put  into  Com,- 
roission,  Sir  Charles  Christopher  Pepys,  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  Sir  Launcelot  Shadwellj  Vice-Chancellor  of  £ng- 
landf  and  Sir  John  Bernard  Bosanquet^  one  of  the 
Jostices  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  being  appointed 
the  Lords  Commissioners. 

About  the  same  time  Lord  Plunkett  was  re-appointed 
to  the  office  of  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland^  on  the 
resignation  of  Sir  Edward  Burtenshaw  Sugden ;  and  Sir 
John  Campbeilf  Knight,  and  Robert  Monsey  Rolfe^ 
Esq.,  were  respectively  re-appointed  his  Majesty's  At- 
torney-General, and  his  Majesty's  Solicitor- General,  on 
the  resignations  of  Sir  Frederick  Pollock  and  Sir  William 

Webb  FoUett.     Robert  Monsey  Rolfcy  Esq.,  was  knighted 

on  his  re-appointment. 

In  Easier  Term  18S5,  Thomas  Starkie  and  Robert 
Alexander,  of  LincMs  Inn,  Esqrs.,  were  appointed  his 
Majesty's  Counsel. 

In  Hilary  vacation  1835,  Basil  Montagu,  oHLincohis 
Inn,  Esq.,  was  appointed  one  of  his  Majesty's  Counsel. 
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LORD  V.  KELLETT.  Nop.5. 

^T^HIS  was  an  application  on  behalf  of  a  person  of  the  A  solicitor 

name  of  Lord^  that  his  name  might  be  struck  out  a^i^ial  hZ^ 
as  one  of  the  plamtiffi  in  the  bill,  and  that  his  costs  ^^^"^7  f'^°> 
might  be  paid  by  his  solicitor  personally,   as  having  intdtutinga 
instituted  the  suit  without  due  authority.  ^^  ^^  '^^^ 

not  be  in 
Mr.  Pepjfs  and  Mr,  JVaUcer^  for  the  motion,  contended  ^"'*°*- 
that,  as  the  affidavit  of  the  Plaintiff  positively  denied 
that  he  had  ever  given  the  solicitor  any  specific 
instructions  to  file  the  bill,  it  was  unnecessary  to  enter 
into  an  examination  of  the  fiicts  sworn  to  on  behalf  of 
the  solicitor,  and  which,  it  would  be  argued,  amounted 
to  a  sufficient  verbal  authority.  It  was  the  duty  of  the 
solicitor,  acting  upon  the  rule  to  be  deduced  from  the 
language  of  Lord  Eldon  in  Wilsofi  v.  Wilson  (a)^  and 
Wright  V.  CasUe  (&),  to  have  protected  himself  by  obtain- 
ing 

(tf)  IJ.^W.  457.  (b)  3  Mer,  12. 

Vol.  U.  B 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

18S8.       ing  from  his  client  an  authority  in  writing;  and,  as  he 
LoBo        ^*^  ^^^  ^®°®  ^  ^^  ^^  present  instance,  he  must  take 
V.  the  consequences. 

KXLLETT. 

Sir  E.  Sugderif  conird^  insisted  that  the  construction 
attempted  to  be  put  upon  Lord  Eldon^s  didttm  was  un- 
reasonable in  itself^  and  would,  if  adopted,  be  an  en- 
couragement to  the  grossest  fraud  and  injustice. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said  it  was  true  that  a 
solicitor  must,  for  the  purpose  of  instituting  a  suit, 
receive  specific  authority  from  his  client;  but  it  had 
never  been  decided  that  such  authority  might  not  be  by 
parol.  The  rule  now  contended  for, — that  wherever 
the  Plaintiff  denied  the  fact  of  the  retainer,  the  solicitor 
was  bound  to  produce  an  authority  in  writing, — was 
not  a  fair  inference  from  the  language  of  Lord  Eldon  s 
much  less  was  it  established  by  the  cases  referred  to. 
It  would  be  necessary  for  him,  therefore,  to  go  into  the 
aflSdavits. 


Kw.  9.  ^^^  Lord  Chancellor  stated  that  he  adhered  to  the 

opinion  he  had  already  expressed, — that  the  authority 
for  filing  a  bill  might  be  by  parol  as  well  as  in  writing, 
and  that,  in  the  former  case,  it  might  be  proved  by 
circumstances  and  by  the  subsequent  conduct  of  the 
party.  The  circumstances,  however,  which  were  dis- 
closed on  these  affidavits  did  not,  on  the  whole,  appear 
to  establish  a  sufficient  authority  in  the  present  instance ; 
and  the  application  of  the  Plaintiff  must,  therefore,  be 
granted. 


In 
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In  the  cases  of  Wisamid  ▼.  Godze  and  Simpson  v.  1838. 
Jones^  which  came  on  for  argument  a  few  days  after- 
wards, upon  motions  involving  the  same  question, 
respecUog  the  sufficiency  of  the  retainer  given  by  the 
pliuntjflft,  the  Lord  Chancellor  recognised  and  acted 
apon  the  principles  previously  laid  down  in  Ijord 
yf.KdldU 


Ex  parte  EVELYN.  Nov.  is.  is. 

IN  this  case  administration  had  been  taken  out  to  the  Where  the 
1  1    ^  i.  1      ,         •  1  next  of  km  of 

personal  estate  and  effects  of  the  lunatic  so  long  as  a  deceased 

the  lunatic's  next  of  kin  continued  to  be  of  unsound  luetic  wm  of 

uDfound  mindy 
mind;  and  the  administratrix  had,  in  the  usual  form,  though  not  to 

given  bail,  which  had  justified  in  double  the  value  of  j^tijJJ  ^^    * 

the  estate.     The  petition  of  the  administratrix  prayed  transfer  of  the 

a  transfer  of  the  funds  belonging  to  the  lunatic's  estate  ^onal  estate  * 

into  the  names  of  the  administratrix  and  her  two  bail.      ^^  directed 

to  be  made  to 
the  person  to 
whom  admi- 
nistration 
durante  atdm 


Mr.  Ckingf  in  support  of  the  petition. 


7^  Lord  Chancellor  ordered  the  petition  to  stand  ^^^  of  Un 
over,  that  he  might  make  inquiry  as  to  the  form  of  the  had  been 
administration  which  had  been  granted  during  the  inca-  S^totte^ 
pacity  of  the  next  of  kin,  against  whom  no  commission  E^^?  ^fj^® 
had  issued.  Court. 


7^e  Lord  Chancellor  this  day  read  the  following      ^^^  is. 
communication,  which  he  had  received  from  Dr.  Lush'' 
ingUm. 

B  2  "It 
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188S.  **  It  is  the  practice  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  to 

*_  -  ^  grant  administration  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  a  lunatic, 
Evelyn.  though  the  person  alleged  to  be  so  has  not  been  found 
a  lunatic  by  inquisition.  When  such  a  case  occurs,  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court  requires  affidavits,  stating  the  fiict 
of  lunacy,  and  that  no  inquisition  has  been  had,  and,  of 
course,  no  committee  appointed.  The  Court  then 
grants  administration  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  lunatic, 
for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  lunatic  pending  the  lunacy, 
and  it  requires  sureties  in  double  the  amount  of  tlie 
property,  and  such  sureties  must  justify. 

**  Such  is  the  practice  of  the  Court;  and  the  reason  I 
apprehend  to  be  this,  that,  if  such  grants  were  not 
made,  either  the  property  might  not  be  administered  at 
all,  or  be  administered  by  a  creditor ;  or  that  parties 
might  be  compelled,  in  cases  where  it  was  neither  ne- 
cessary nor  expedient,  to  apply  for  commissions  of 
lunacy,  in  order  to  get  a  committee  appointed,  who 
might  take  the  administration.  I  believe,  too,  that  an- 
other reason  might  be  assigned ;  viz.,  that  there  are  cases 
in  which  the  Chancellor  might  not  deem  it  necessary  to 
grant  a  commission,  though  satisfied  of  the  unsoundness 
of  mind.  These  grants  are  called  by  Oughion^  ad- 
ministrations durante  corporis  aui  animi  vitio.  {a)  The 
power  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  to  grant  them  is  re- 
cognised in  many  cases,  particularly  in  Hills  v.  MiU^{b) 
and  the  cases  there  quoted;  and  I  believe  that  no  ex- 
ception has  been  made  in  cases  where  the  person  has 
not  been  previously  found  a  lunatic  by  inquisition. 
•    Indeed,  in  poor  cases,  this  would  be  impracticable. 

^  In  Be  Crump  (c)  such  administration  was  granted 
during  the  incapacity  of  an  executor.     In  Be  Hand- 

stone 

(a)  Ord.  Jud.  324.  n.  (c)  3  PMIL  497.,  and  see  Re 

{b)  1  Salk,  56.  Hinckiey,  1  Hogg,  477. 
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sUme^  wbicb  was  ao  iq[>plication  of  mine,  it  was  refused,        183S. 
because  I  asked  for  the  grant  withont  jtistifying  security." 

The  Lord  Chancellor,  upon  the  result  of  the 
preceding  communication,  directed  that  the  transfer  of 
the  fund  should  be  made  to  the  administratrix  only,  and 
not  to  her  bail. 


Ex  parte 

EVELTN. 


JENKINS  V.  PARKINSON.  Nov.  s.  25. 

JENKINS^  who  was  lessee  of  certain  lands  at  Lissan  Where  a  cove- 
Grove,  under  Mr.  Pariman,  leased  a  portion  of  the  agreemencfor 
lands  to  Dr.  Cockbum  by  an  indenture  of  the  4th  of  «*  *^  ^•^ 
July  181£,  wherein  he  also  covenanted  that  he  would  not,  verdict'ob- 
during  the  term,  erect   or  suSer   to  be  erected   any  ^'nedfor 

1  oOO*«  ftS 

buildings  whatever  on  that  part  of  the  property  lying  damnges  for 
eastward  of   the  lands   thereby   demised,    under    the  butthTpJain- 

penalty  of  5000/.,  to  be  paid  to  Dr.  Cockbum.  tif!  in  the 

action  died 
before  the 
On  the  3d  of  August  1825,  Jenkins  agreed  to  demise  judgment  was 

to  Parkinson  all  that  part  of  the  premises  comprised  in  ^^  ^h^  d»^ 

PortnuifCs  lease,  which  was  not  included  in  the  lease  to  |nag«<  w^^ 

Cockbum:   subject  to  a  covenant,  whereby  Parkinson  theCourt/on 

undertook  to  indemnify  Jenkins  against  any  breach  of  * *****  ^y  ^^^ 

the  covenant  contained  in  the  lease  to  Cockbum.  ativet  for  spe- 

cific perform- 
ance of  the 
Parkinson  entered  into  possession  under  this  agree-  agreement,  re- 

ment,  and  caused  houses  to  be  built  upon  the  land  ne  exeat  regno 

referred  to  in  the  covenant  with  Dn  Cockbum^  where-  ^^^  the 

upon  tlie   latter   brought   his   action   against  Jenkins. 

That  action  was  defended  by  Parkinson^  who  suffered  a 

verdict  to  be  taken  against  him  for  5000/.,  subject  to  a 

B  3  reference 
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1833.       reference,  whereby  the  damages  were  e?entoaHy  re- 
\   —  '     duced  to  1500L,  together  with  the  snm  of  400t  for 


V.  costs. 

Pabkinson. 


1 


Jenkins  was  afterwards  obliged  to  pay  the  ISOOL ; 
and  not  being  able  to  obtain  the  money  from  Parkinson^ 
he  brought  his  action^  and  obtained  a  verdict  over 
against  him  for  1500/.  as  damages,  and  400/.  as  costs, 
subject  to  be  reduced  on  taxation. 

Jenkins  shortly  afterwards  died,  and  the  costs  not 
having  been  then  taxed  or  the  judgment  perfected,  in 
consequence^  as  was  alleged,  of  the  conduct  of  Parkin^ 
son*a  attorney  in  keeping  back  the  papers,  his  personal 
representatives  found  themselves  unable  at  law  to  take 
advantage  of  the  verdict  in  his  fevour,  and  they  there- 
upon filed  their  bill  against  Parkinson  for  a  specific  per- 
formance of  the  agreement  of  the  3d  of  August^  1825. 
The  bill  set  out  very  fully  the  circumstances  already 
stated,  and  it  also  prayed  that  in  the  meantime,  and  till 
a  specific  performance  should  be  decreed,  a  writ  of 
ne  exeat  r^no^  marked  with  the  sum  of  1500/.,  might 
issue  against  the  Defendant. 

On  an  application  made  in  the  vacation,  the  Lord 
Chancellor  granted  the  writ,  and  the  Defendant  having 
subsequently  put  in  his  answer,  wherein  he  distinctly 
and  positively  denied  the  allegations  against  him  with 
respect  to  the  delay  in  perfecting  the  judgment,  a  motion 
was  now  made  on  his  behalf  that  the  writ  of  ne  exeat 
might  be  discharged. 

Mr.  Pepys  and  Mr  Crambie^  for  the  motion. 

It  is  an  established  principle  that  a  ne  exeat  will  not 
be  granted  except  for  an  equitable  debt  actually  due ; 

King 


Pabkinion. 
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King  ▼•  SmM{a\  Ex  parte  Duncombe  {b)f  Antmck  v.        1838. 
Barklay  (c),  Whitehouse  ▼.  Partridge  (d) ;  whereas  here      j    -  ' "  ^ 
the  alleged  debt  being  the  amount  of  damages  recovered    ^     v. 
in  an  action  for  the  breach  of  covenant,  it  is  a  purely 
legal  demand^  and  if  lost  by  the  death  of  the  Plaintiff 
at  law,  before  the  judgment  was  perfected,  may  still  be 
recovered   by  a  new  action*      Bkofdes  v.  Calvert  {e)^ 
where  a  writ  of  ne  exeat  was  refused  on  a  bill  for 
specific  performance  of  an  agreement  to  give  a  bill  of 
exchange  to  secure  the  debt  of  a  third  person,  is  exactly 
in  point      The  accidental  circumstance  by  which  the 
effea  of  the  verdict  has  been  lost  in  this  instance  does 
not  give  a  jurisdiction  to  the  Court,  and  even  if  it  did, 
that  would  not  alter  the  legal  character  of  the  debt* 

Upon  the  frame  of  the  present  bill,  besides,  it  is  quite 
impossible  to  sustain  the  writ.  The  Defendant  has 
never  accepted  a  lease,  and  the  matter  still  rests  in 
JUriy  the  contract  being  for  a  future  lease,  in  which 
a  covenant  of  indemnity  is  agreed  to  be  inserted.  The 
Plaintiffs  come  into  equity  for  a  specific  performance 
of  the  agreement ;  in  other  words,  to  have  a  lease  exe- 
cuted which  shall  contain  the  particular  covenant  in 
question.  They  do  not  ask  of  this  Court  to  take  upon 
itself  the  jurisdiction  of  assessing  and  awarding  damages, 
a  jurisdiction  which  their  counsel  well  knew  could  not 
be  maintained.  They  confine  themselves  simply  to 
the  proper  equitable  relief;  the  only  relief  which  they 
can  obtmn  upon  this  bill,  and  which  they  will  obtain, 
almost  as  of  course,  by  a  decree  referring  it  to  the 
Master  to  settle  the  terms  of  a  lease  upon  the  basis  of 
the  agreement     But  though  such  is  the  frame  of  the 

suit, 

(a)  1  jykik.  8S.  ((/)  Z  Swan.  565. 

(6)  8  Diek.  SOS,  (^)  9  /•  4*  FT.  81 1. 

(c)  8  VcM.  594. 
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18S8.  suit,  the. writ  proceeds  od  a  very  different  sapposition-— 
that  this  Court  will  give  damages  for  the  breach  of 
covenant ;  and  accordingly  the  writ  is  marked  with  the 
sum  which  the  verdict  of  a  jury  had  already  awarded  on 
that  account.  The  payment  of  that  sum,  however, 
forms  no  part  of  the  relief  sought  by  the  bill;  nor 
could  the  bill  be  so  framed  as  to  include  such  relief 
without  becoming  open  to  a  demurrer ;  for  the  cases  of 
Denton  v.  Siewarif  and  Crreenaway  v.  Adamtt  in  which  thi^ 
Court  has  taken  upon  itself  to  assess  and  award  com- 
pensation in  the  nature  of  damages  for  breadi  of  contract, 
have  been  over^ruled  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Todd  v.  Gee^  and 
are  no  longer  law. 

Sir  £.  Sugden  aud  Mr.  Stuart^  contra. 

According  to  the  agreement  between  Jenkins  and 
Parkinson^  the  latter  was  to  accept  a  lease  containing  a 
covenant  to  indemnify  Jenkins  against  his  liabilities  to 
Cockbum.  The  Plaintiffs,  as  representing  Jenkins^  have 
now  an  indisputable  right  to  call  upon  Parkinson  for  a 
specific  performance  of  his  agreement ;  and  their  bill  is 
properly  framed  for  this  object  But  previously  to  the 
filing  of  the  bill,  a  breach  had  been  committed  in  one 
respect  against  the  covenant  in  the  contract,  (which,  be 
it  observed,  is  large  enough  to  cover  every  possible 
breach),  and  as  the  damages  have  been  ascertained  by 
means  of  an  action,  and  as  a  complete  performance  in 
specie  is  no  longer  possible  in  respect  of  the  covenant, 
which  was  broken  before  the  Court  was  called  to  in- 
terpose, a  court  of  equity  will  give,  as  a  part  of  the 
relief  incident  to  the  suit,  and  as  the  best  substitute  for 
the  thing  actually  contracted  for,  the  amount  of  com- 
pensation declared  by  a  jury  to  be  a  just  equivalent  for 
the  injury  sustained.  The  Defendant  is  bound,  and  in 
equity  compellable,  specifically  to  perform  his  contract 

in 


Paekenmn. 
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in  every  part :  one  material  part  of  the  contract  is  1839. 
tbe  covenant  under  which  the  Plaintifis  are  entitled  to  "^  ~' 
an  indemnity  from  Parkinson^  as  well  in  respect  of  the  ^  v. 
breach  that  has  already  taken  place,  as  of  all  fatnre 
breaches  of  the  covenant ;  and  the  value  of  the  indemnity 
in  the  former  case,  which  forms  an  intq^ral  portion  of 
the  specific  performance  to  be  decreed,  is  exactly 
measured  by  the  amount  of  the  damages  assessed  at  law ; 
and  the  payment  of  that  amount,  therefore,  is  sub- 
stantially included  in  the  relief  which  is  prayed  by  the 
present  bill.  The  circumstance  that  a  verdict  has  been 
recovered  for  the  1500/.  does  not  change  the  nature  of 
the  debt.  That  debt  is  equitable  merely,  and  ought 
to  be  considered  as  standing  on  the  same  footing  with 
the  price  agreed  to  be  given  for  the  purchase  of  an 
estate.  It  will  hardly  be  contended  that  a  vendee  may 
not  file  a  bill  in  equity  for  tlie  amount  of  the  purchase 
money,*  and  obtain  a  ne  exeat  on  such  a  bill,  although 
all  the  specific  performance  he  could  ultimately  have 
wou]d1>e  simply  the  payment  of  the  money,  {a) 

It  is  an  error  to  suppose  that  there  is  any  general 
rule  forbidding  a  party  to  come  into  equity  for  damages*  . 
Besides  the  familiar  instance  of  a  bill  by  the  vendee  of 
an  estate,  there  are  several  cases,  like  Denton  v.  Stewart^ 
where  the  Court,  in  order  to  do  complete  justice  between 
the  parties,  and  avoid  the  necessity  of  sending  them  to 
law,  has  directed  references  to  the  Master,  for  the  purpose 
of  assessing  the  amount  of  compensation ;  the  principle 
being  that  where  the  main  object  is  strictly  of  equit- 
able cognisance^  the  Court  will  not  give  the  remedy  by 
piecemeal,  but  will  itself  deal  with  the  whole  subject- 
matter  of  the  suit.     All  the  cases  referred  to  on  the  other 

side 

(fl)  Raynet  ▼.   Wy$f^  2  Mer.  472.     Boehm  v.    Wood^   I  T,  ^ 
Ruts,  35Q. 
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1S8S.       side  are  cases  where  there  was  a  good  debt  at  law,  and 
therefore  they  do  not  touch  the  present  question. 


Nov.  2B. 


The  Lord  Chancellor. 

The  bill  filed  by  the  ezecators  has  plainly,  though 
covertly,  this  object — to  obtain  the  costs  of  their  testator's 
action  against  Purib'nsofi,  which  costs  are  otherwise  likely 
to  be  lost.  The  Plaintifls  have,  by  the  death  of  Jenkins^ 
lost  the  benefit  of  his  verdict,  and  though  a  new  action  may 
be  brought  at  law  upon  the  covenant  of  indemnity,  and 
though  iq  that  they  will  be  enabled  to  recover  the  sum 
of  1500/.  paid  by  the  testator  on  Dr.  Cockbum^s  action 
against  him,  together  with  the  costs  of  that  action,  they 
will  not  be  able  to  recover  the  costs  of  the  action 
brought  by  the  testator  against  Parkinson^  and  in  which 
the  judgment  was  not  perfected  when  Jenkins  died. 
Whether  or  not  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  would 
allow  them  to  enter  up  judgment  nunc  pro  tunc  upon 
this  verdict,  if  they  could  prove  that  the  delay  and  loss 
of  the  judgment  were  occasioned  (as  is  alleged)  by 
Parkinson*s  attorney  wilfully  keeping  back  the  papers, 
and  obstructing  the  taxation  of  costs,  is  another  question; 
though  I  incline  to  think  that  no  such  relief  could  be 
given  them,  and  that  therefore  the  costs  of  the  testator's 
action  are  gone. 

But  have  the  executors  a  right  on  that  account  to 
come  here,  and  having— whether  by  the  testator's  laches^ 
or  through  the  conduct  of  the  Defendant's  attorney,  is 
immaterial  —  lost  the  fruits  of  their  testator's  verdict,  to 
call  upon  this  Court  to  treat  their  claims  as  equitable,  and 
give  them  relief?  It  may  be  a  sufficient  answer  to  say 
that  such  Is  not  the  prayer  of  their  bill.  The  bill  sets  forth 
the  agreement  with  Parkinson,  whereby  the  latter  under- 
took 
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took  to  buijd  apon  the  demised  premises,  and  to  save  the  1855. 
testator  harmless  against  the  breach  of  covenaat  whidi 
snch  building  might  occasion,  and  it  prays  a  specific  per^ 
fbrmance  of  the  agreement  To  what  would  that  per- 
formance amount?  To  compelling  Parkinson  to  build, 
and  abo  to  save  harmless  the  rq>resentatives  of  Jenkins  : 
in  other  words,  to  perform  his  covmants*  The  Court 
will  compel  him  to  eacecuto  a  lease  with  covenants,  whi<A 
he  had  agreed  to  make;  but  not  to  do  the  thing  whidi 
those  covenants  had  bouftd  him  at  law  to  do,  under 
pain  of  being  sued  for  the  breach.  But  even  if  the 
Court  could  compel  him  to  the  thing  covenanted,  there 
is  no  covenant  to  pay  that  which  has  been  lost  by  the  tes- 
tator's death,  viz.  the  costs  of  his  action.  If  there  were  any 
such  covenant,  the  executors  would  not  be  remediless  at 
law ;  they  could  proceed  for  those  costs  as  well  as  for 
the  1500I.,  and  the  costs  of  the  action  against  JenUns. 

But  suppose  the  bill  had,  as  has  sometimes  been 
attempted,  distinctly  prayed  performance,  or  compensa- 
ation  for  non-performance,  or  had  prayed  compensadon 
for  the  breach,  under  the  covenant  of  indemnity,  it 
would  then  have  asked  that  the  damages  might  be  as- 
certained by  an  issue,  or  by  a  reference  to  the  Master, 
which  was  the  course  pursued  in  Denton  v.  Stewart 
and  Greenaway  v.  Adams  (a).  The  Plaintifi  cannot  be 
in  a  better  position  than  if  their  bill  had  taken  that 
form ;  for,  unless  the  damages,  qr,  as  they  would  call 
it,  the  compensation,  to  give  it  a  less  legal  and  more 
equitable  aspect,  can  be  so  ascertained,  the  relief  cannot 
be  awarded. 

In  Todd  V.  Gee{b)  the  question  was  raised,  whether  a 
party  was  entitled  to  satisfaction  by  way  of  damages  for 
the  non-performance  of  an  agreement,  to  compel  the 

execution 

(a)  IS  Vct.59S.  (b)  17  Fes, 273. 
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18S8.  execution  of  which  the  soit  was  instituted,  and  Ix>id 
tldon  there  held,  that,  unless  in  veiy  particular  dr* 
cumstanceSy  the  party  was  not  so  entitled.  His  Lordship 
did  not,  in  express  terms,  oyer-rule  Denton  ▼•  Siewartf 
but  he  did  every  thing  short  of  denying  it  to  be  law ; 
and  it  was  strongly  represented  at  the  bar  to  be  a  deci* 
sion  made  under  the  pressure  of  strong  claims  of  justice, 
but  one  which  should  have  been  forgotten  as  soon  as  it 
was  pronounced.  In  Crreenawm^  ▼.  Adams  (a)f  it  was 
admitted  to  be  the  solitary  Authority  for  the  point,  and 
though  it  was  there  followed,  because  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  said  he  would  not  over-rule  what  Lord  Bostfyn  had 
decided,  yet  he  most  reluctantiy  adopted  it;  and  in  a 
subsequent  case  (&),  expressing  the  great  doubts  he  had 
felt  of  its  authority  in  Greenaaay  v.  Adams,  he  refused 
to  follow  it  a  second  time.  The  current  of  all  the  pre- 
vious authorities  against  it,  to  which  Lord  EUbit  refers 
in  Todd  v.  Gee,  may  therefore  be  considered  as  restored 
afier  a  temporary  and  dubious  interruption,  and  it  may 
now  be  affirmed  that  those  two  cases  are  no  longer  law. 

But  even  if  they  were  law,  and  if  this  Court,  enter- 
taining such  a  suit,  could  refer  it  to  the  Master  to 
ascertain  the  compensation  due  for  non-performance  of 
an  agreement,  or  for  breach  of  a  covenant,  it  by  no 
means  follows  that  a  ne  exeat  should  issue  on  the  filing 
of  the  bill.  For  what  sum  is  the  writ,  in  such  a  case^ 
to  be  marked?  This  question  occurs  in  the  outset: 
and,  as  was  said  by  Lord  Thurlam  in  another  case  (^), 
the  impossibility  of  answering  it  in  any  way  but  one, 
— that  the  sum  must  be  lefl  to  the  discretion  of  the 
Court,— 'seems  to  be  an  insurmountable  objection. 
Nor  will  it  do  to  say  that  15002.  were  found  due  by  a 

{a)  12  Fes.  39  5.  (c)   Coglar  v.    Coglar,   I  Vet. 

(b)  GwilUm  v.  Sione,  14  Fes,     jun.  94. 
128. 
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jury.  That  sum  was  found  due  by  way  of  damages;  1893. 
and  the  Court,  if  it  has  jurisdiction  at  aU,4nu8t  begin 
the  inquiry  as  if  the  matter  were  fresh,  must  satbfy 
itself  in  the  usual  way,  and  cannot  assume  that  the 
compensation  awarded  before  was  the  just  measure  of 
the  injury  sustained. 

But  is  it  necessary  to  decide,  in  this  stage  of  the 
proceedings  whether  or  not  the  relief  sought  is  within 
the  proTince  of  this  Court  ?  If  it  be  not,  cadit  qwestio. 
But,  though  it  be,  has  the  party  a  ri^t  to  the  writ  he 
has  obtained  ?  I  hold  that,  where  the  equity  is  clear, 
though  the  &cts  may  be  in  dispute,  the  allegation  of  the 
debt  on  oath,  or  the  swearing  to  belief  of  a  balance  due, 
may  entitle  the  party  to  a  writ,  in  order  that  he  may 
hold  the  debtor  to  bail ;  but  that,  where  the  equity  is 
matter  of  grave  doubt,  however  specific  his  allegation 
of  debt  may  be^  he  shall  not,  generally  speaking,  have  his 
writ ;  at  least,  I  am  not  aware  of  a  n^  exeat  having  been 
issued  under  any  such  serious  doubts  of  the  equitable 
jurisdiction. 

But  there  is  here  a  consideration  which  disposes  of 
the  case  at  once.  It  is  not  denied  that  the  party  has 
his  remedy  at  law.  The  verdict  obtained  is  gone  — 
gone^  it  may  be,  by  the  laches  of  the  Plaintiff  in  the 
suit,  or  it  may  be  by  the  alleged  contrivance  of  the 
Defendant's  attorney ;  although,  it  may  be  observed,  in 
passing,  that  no  such  contrivance  could  have  eluded  the 
justice  of  the  Court  of  Bang's  Bench  for  six  hours,  had 
the  Plaintiff  used  due  diligence.  However,  be  the 
&ult  where  it  may,  the  verdict  is  gone,  and  the  Plaintiff's 
executors  cannot  use  it.  They  may,  therefore,  bring 
an  action  again ;  and  whether  they  can  hold  the  Defend- 
ant to  bail  or  not,  is  immaterial,  though  it  is  not  said 
why  they  cannot.    If  he  has  already  been  arrested,  that 

of 
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of  itadf  18  a  ooDdiittve  answer  to  the  application  for  a 
ne  exeat  /  if  not,  no  reason  b  given  why  he  may  not  be 
arrested  now  in  a  new  suit  But  the  writ  is  strictly 
confined  to  cases  where  the  parQr  has  no  remedy  at  law, 
unless  in  the  excepted  cases  of  a  decree  obtained  for 
alimony,  and  of  a  balance  sworn  to  upon  an  account. 
All  the  authorities  are  against  stretching  this  exception. 
In  Baynes  ▼.  W]fse{a\  Lord  Eldon  phiinly  considered 
that  he  could  not  grant  the  writ  on  allegation  of  a  sum 
due  on  an  agreement,  the  performance  of  which  was 
resisted,  althougn  he  decided  upon  another  pointy — the 
previous  holding  to  ball  at  law.  In  Ex  parte  Dim' 
€onUfe{b)f  the  demand  being  legal,  though  there  was  an 
obstacle  in  the  way  of  suing  at  law,  the  writ  was  refosed. 
So  it  was  in  Gardner^s  case  (c),  where  the  demand  was 
legal;  but  the  party  could  not  be  hdd  to  bail.  In 
Elaydes  v.  Calvert  ((/},  where  the  suit  was  for  perform- 
ance of  an  agreement  to  give  security  for  a  third  person's 
debt  by  way  of  acceptance  for  a  given  sum,  Lord  Eldon 
after  full  consideration  refused  the  writ.  There,  as  here, 
it  was  suggested,  that  the  party  could  not  be  held  to  bail 
at  law;  but  Lord  Eldon  said  that  was  no  matter  for  his 
consideration.  It  is  needless  to  go  through  the  other 
cases,  which  are  more  familiar ;  but  two  valuable  notes  of 
Lord  Eldoris  remarks  on  the  subject, — one  m  Paresis 
case,  in  1801,  communicated  by  Mr.  Bell^  the  other  in 
Butler  V.  Dorantf  in  1809,  communicated  by  Mr.  Cootef 
-—are  to  be  found  in  the  last  edition  of  Mr.  Beames^s 
treatise  {e) ;  and  they  shew  the  clear  qpinion  of  that 
most  learned  Judge  to  be  against  issuing  the  writ  in 
circumstances  much  more  &vourabIe,  and  much  more 
akin  to  the  ordinary  case,  than  those  alleged  upon  the 
present  occasion. 

The 

{a)  S  Mer.  472.  (d)  «  JL  *  FF.  21 1, 

(6)  2  Dick.  503.  (e)  Beame$U  View  of  the  Writ 

(c)  15  Ves.  444.  of  Ne  Exeat  Regno,  pp.  47, 52. 
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The  order  mus^  therefore^  be  discharged.  But)  18S9. 
ooDsidering  the  length  of  time  that  the  Defendant  has 
dekyed  making  this  application,  and  the  great  hardship 
of  the  PUintiffii'  case,  who  must  needs  lose  their  costs  at 
law  of  the  second  action,  I  shall  direct  the  costs  of  the 
motion  to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 


HOME  V.  PILLANS.  atot.  19,  so.  s5. 

^T^£  will  of   WilUam   Mitchdl  contamed,   among  Bequest  to  a 

-■-    others,   the  following   bequest:  —  "  I   give  aqd  Sd'tfgS''" 

bequeath  to  my  nieces  Catherine  and  Majy^  the  sisters  should  attain 

of  the  said  Daoid  and  John  Home,  the  sum  of  200(V.  Zr^le^d"" 

sterling  each,  when  and  if  they  should  attain  their  ages  separate  use; 

of  twent}'-one  years,  and  which  said  legacies  to  my  said  her  death, 

two  nieces  I  irive  to  them  for  their  and  each  of  their  |fA^">S  chil- 

^  dren,  her 

own  sole  and  separate  use,  free  from  the  debts  or  con-  share  to  go  to 

trol  of  their  or  either  of  their  husbands ;  and  in  case  of  Hd^Ill?^^' 

the  death  of  my  said  nieces  or  either  of  them  leaving  an  absolute 

children  or  a  child,  I  give  and  bequeath  the  share  or  jLntee^oQ  h& 

shares  of  such  of  my  said  nieces  or  niece  so  dying  unto  attaining 

their  or  her  respective  children  or  child."    The  residuary         " 

clause  of  the  will  gave  the  residue  of  the  testator's  personal 

estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  for  his  nephew  William 

C.  Macphenon,  to  be  transferred  and  paid  to  him  when 

and  if  he  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty^one ;  and  it 

then  proceeded  in  these  words : — "  And  in  case  of  his 

death  under  that  age,  then  to  my  said  nephews  Datid 

and  John  Home  and  to  my  said  nieces  Catherine  and 

Mary  Homey  in  equal  shares  and  proportions;  the  shares 

of  my  said  nieces  to  be  enjoyed  by  them  respectively  for 

their  respective  lives  for  their  own  sole  and  separate 

use^ 
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1838.  use^  free  from  the  debts  or  control  of  their  respective 
husbands,  and  on  their  death  the  share  of  each  of  them 
to  go  to  their  respective  children ;  the  children  of  each 
to  take  the  share  of  their  respective  parents  equally/' 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  interest  taken 
by  each  of  the  testator's  nieces  in  the  2000/.  l^;acy  did 
not  become  absolute  on  their  respectively  attaining  the 
age  of  twenty-one,  but  continued  to  be  subject  to  an 
executory  bequest  over  in  the  event  of  their  leaving 
children  living  at  their  death;  and  an  appeal  was 
brought  from  that  decision. 

Sir  E.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Moore^  for  the  appeal,  con- 
tended that,  upon  the  true  construction  of  this  will,  the 
testator  must  be  considered  as  having  given  to  his 
nieces,  when  they  came  of  age,  an  absolute  interest  in 
their  respective  legacies.  There  was  a  gift  of  the  corpus 
of  the  fund  to  the  nieces ;  and,  in  case  of  their  death, 
that  is,  their  death  under  twenty-one, — for  their  death, 
at  some  period  or  other,  was  not  a  contingency,  but 
a  certainty,  and  for  which  therefore  a  testator  would  not 
naturally  provide^ — before  their  legacies  vested,  then 
over  to  their  children,  if  they  had  any,  the  intention 
being  that  the  children  should  stand  in  the  place  of 
their  parents,  and  take  the  bequests  which  would  other- 
wise have  lapsed. 

The  authorities,  all  of  which  were  consistent  with 
this  construction,  might  be  ranged  into  two  classes: 
they  were  either  cases  where  the  property  was  be- 
queathed to  one  person,  and  there  was  then  a  bequest 
in  case  of  his  death  to  another,  which  was  held  to  be  a 
substitutionary  gift  to  the  second  in  the  event  of  the  first 
dying  in  the  testator^s  lifetime,  or  the  bequest  was  to  the 
legatee  at  a  specified  period,  and  then  the  death,  in  the 

event 
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event  of  which  there  was  the  gift  over,  was  construed  ISSS. 
as  a  death  before  that  period,  when,  by  the  terms  of  the 
bequest  the  interest  was  to  become  vested.  The  case  at 
bar  fell  within  the  latter  description,  and  was  to  be 
decided  upon  the  same  principle  as  Slade  v.  MUner  (a), 
Hinckley  v.  Simmons  (d),  Ommaney  ▼.  Beoan  (c),  Gattand 
T.  Leonard  (cf },  Hervey  v.  M^LaugUin  {e)  and  Doe  v. 
Sparrow,  (g)  If  the  testator  had  meant  to  restrict  his 
nieces  to  a  mere  life  interest  in  their  legacies  (and  the 
construction  contended  for  on  the  other  side  would 
really  leave  them  no  more),  be  knew  perfectly  well  how 
to  have  done  so,  and  would  have  expressed  himself 
in  the  same  unequivocal  language  as  he  used  in  the 
residuary  clause. 

Mr.  Kindersky  and  Mr.  Sdtau^  conird. 

The  gift  to  the  nieces  in  the  residuary  clause  is 
simply  for  their  lives,  and  is  expressed  in  accurate  and 
unambiguous  language.  But  the  terms,  in  which  the 
2000L  legacies  are  given,  confer  a  very  different  and 
much  larger  estate :  not  indeed  an  absolute  interest,  but 
an  interest  which  will  become  absolute  and  indefeasible 
in  the  event  of  their  dying  without  leaving  children,  and 
disposable,  therefore,  in  that  event  by  the  deed  or  will 
of  the  legatees.  It  is  admitted  that  in  form  and  sub- 
stance this  would  be  a  good  executory  bequest;  for 
whenever  a  testator  bequeaths  property  to  a  person  in 
words  which  import  an  absolute  gift,  and  then  goes  on 
to  provide  that,  upon  the  happening  of  a  certain  event, 
the  property  shall  go  over  to  another,  if  the  event 
specified  be  within  the  legal  limits  as  to  time,  the 
ulterior  gift  is  supported  as  a  valid  executory  bequest. 

That 

(a)  4  Mad.  144.  {d)  1  Swan.  161. 

{b)  4  Vet.  160.  {e)  1  Price^  364. 

(c)  18  K«.  S91.  Kg)  13  EoMt^  359. 

Vou  II.  C 
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183S.  ^  That  is  precisely  the  case  here;  the  original  gift  purports 
to  be  to  the  nieces  absolutely,  when  and  if  they  attain 
twenty-one ;  and  then  follows  a  provision  that  in  case  of 
the  death  of  either,  leaving  children,  (a  contingency 
which,  as  it  must  be  determined  within  the  period  of 
lives  in  being,  is  not  too  remote),  her  legacy  shall  go  to 
her  children. 

It  is  said,  however,  that  the  testator's  intention  was 
dSflTerent ;  that  he  meant  to  bequeath  the  20002.  to  his 
nieces  absolutely  at  twenty-one^  and  in  case  of  their  death 
under  that  age,  then  to  their  children,  should  they  leave 
any.  But  to  that  the  answer  is,  that  he  has  not  said  so: 
the  will,  as  it  stands,  is  complete  and  intelligible,  and  the 
proposed  insertion  of  the  words,  **  in  case  of  their  death 
under  twenty-one,'*  would  in  truth  impose  a  condition 
on  the  gift  neither  to  be  found  in  the  instrument  nor 
required  by  the  sense.  In  all  the  instances  in  which 
the  expression  ^*  in  case  of  death "  has  been  held  to 
import  substitution  and  not  limitation,  the  death  referred 
to  is  that  of  the  legatee  either  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tes- 
tator or  of  a  preceding  tenant  for  life;  but  here  the 
death  alleged  to  be  intended  is  that  of  the  legatee  after 
the  testator,  and  before  she  had  acquired  any  vested 
interest  None  of  the  authorities  cited  touch  the 
present  question ;  for  it  is  not  disputed  that,  generally 
speaking,  where  a  bequest  is  made  to  A.  absolutely,  and 
in  case  of  his  death  to  B.,  or  to  A.  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  C.  and  in  case  of  C/s  death  to  B.,  the 
event  on  which  B.*s  substitutional  legacy  is  to  accrue  is 
the  death  of  A.  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator  in  the  one 
case,  and  of  C.  in  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  in  the 
other.  Even  upon  this  point,  the  decisions  have  been 
by  no  means  uniform:    Nowlan  v.   NeUigan{a)  and 

Douglas 
(p)  1  Bro.  C  C.  489.;  and  see  BUHngi  v.  Sandom,  ib.  393. 
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Douglas  v.  Chdbner  (a),  where  the  words  <^  in  case  of  1839. 
death/'  were  held  to  refer  to  the  death  of  the  legatee  at 
any  time^  shew  that  there  is  no  positive  rule,  and  that 
the  whole  instrument  must  be  closely  looked  to  in  order 
to  ascertain  the  probable  intent.  Now  here  in  the  re- 
siduary clause,  where  the  testator  did  contemplate  the 
contingency  of  death  under  twenty-one,  he  has  taken 
special  care  to  express  it ;  and  the  argument  therefore 
to  be  drawn  from  that  clause,  instead  of  being  favour- 
able to  the  appellant,  makes  strongly  the  other  way. 
Galland  v.  Leonard  {b)  was  a  case  under  very  peculiar 
circumstances,  and  was  determined  upon  the  intention^ 
as  it  was  to  be  collected  from  a  careful  consideration 
of  all  the  provisions  of  the  will. 


The  Lord  Chancellor,  after  reading  the  two  pas-      i^<w.  S5. 
sages  in  the  will  already  stated,  continued  as  follows  :— 

I  do  not  think  that  the  structure  of  the  residuary  clause 
throws  any  material  light  upon  the  other.  It  is  true,  that 
the  testator  there  shews  he  can  describe  the  contingency 
of  a  dying  under  age  in  apt  terms,  when  he  is  minded  so 
to  do;  and  hence  an  inference  is  drawn  in  favour  of 
the  construction  given  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  to  the 
first  clause.  But  it  is  also  true,  that  the  other  part  of 
the  residuary  clause  gives  a  most  accurate  description  of 
a  life  interest,  and  a  remainder  limited  upon  the  deter- 
mination of  such  interest;  from  whence  it  may  be  argued, 
that  had  he  intended  to  restrict  his  nieces  to  a  life  in- 
terest  in  their  legacies,  he  would  not  have  left  his  inten- 
tion doubtful :  and  although  the  construction  put  on  the 
first  clause  does  not  suppose  the  gift  of  a  life  interest 
but  an  absolute  gift  defeasible  on  the  death  of  the  legatee 

leaving 
(a)  2  Vet.  jun.  501.  {h)  1  Swan.  161. 

C  2 
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18SS.  leaving  children  living,  yet  it  may  fairly  enough  be  said, 
that  the  reversionary  interest  of  those  children  would  have 
been  otherwise  provided  for  by  the  testator,  who  framed 
the  residuary  clause,  had  he  meant  them  to  take  in 
succession  after  their  parents.  We  may,  therefore,  dis- 
mbs  the  residuary  clause,  as  not  making  more  for  th^ 
one  side  of  the  argument  than  for  the  other. 

I  have  considered  this  bequest  with  great  care,  and 
as  the  conclusion  to  which  I  have  come  differs  from  that 
of  his  Honor  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  I  shall  state  the 
grounds  upon  which  I  have  formed  my  opinion ;  pre* 
mising  that  I  should  feel  much  more  distrust  of  that 
opinion,  were  I  not  entirely  convinced  that  it  is  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  whole  current  of  decisions;  that,  with 
perhaps  a  single  exception,  it  is  not  contradicted  by  any 
authority ;  and,  that,  upon  a  full  and  deliberate  view  of 
all  the  cases,  I  am  driven  either  to  reverse  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  below,  or  to  affirm  it  and  thereby  over-rule 
most  of  the  cases  in  substance,  and  some  of  them  in 
terms. 

Questions  of  this  kind  rest  more  upon  precedent  than 
principle.  The  Courts  have  adopted  certain  rules  of 
construction,  and  have  given  a  certain  sense  to  par- 
ticular expressions.  There  can  be  no  question  that  a 
bequest  to  any  person,  and  in  case  of  his  death  to  an- 
other, is  an  absolute  gift  to  the  first  legatee  if  he  survives 
the  testator :  and  this,  whatever  be  the  form  of  expres- 
sion, as  "  if  he  die,"  "  should  he  happen  to  die,"  "  in 
case  death  should  happen  to  him,"  and  so  forth.  The 
event  here  contemplated  being  so  inevitable  that  it  can- 
not be  deemed  a  contingency,  the  Courts  have  held  that 
something  else  must  be  intended  than  merely  to  pro- 
vide for  the  case  of  the  legatee  dying  at  some  time  or 
other:  and  have  said,  that  they  will  rather  suppose  the 

testator 
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testator  to  have  contemplated  and  provided  for  the  case  1833. 
of  the  legatee  dying  in  bis  own  lifetime ;  and  so  have 
read  those  words  as  if  they  had  been,  *'  in  case  of  his 
death  during  the  testator's  lifetime,"  in  which  event 
alone  they  have  allowed  the  bequest  over  to  take  effect. 
The  inconsistency  of  treating  as  a  contingency  the 
event  of  all  others  the  most  certain  is  not  the  only  con- 
sideration which  has  swayed  the  Courts  in  seeking  for 
qualifications  to  restrict  the  generality  of  such  clauses. 
The  leaning  in  &vour  of  vesting,  and  against  a  con- 
strucdon  which  would  postpone  the  absolute  enjoyment, 
and,  indeed,  keep  in  doubt  and  suspense  the  nature  of 
the  interest  bestowed,  has  here,  as  in  other  branches  of 
the  law,  operated  powerfully  in  the  same  direction.  To 
cite  the  instances  in  which  the  fundamental  position  to 
which  I  have  referred  has  been  laid  down,  or  recognised 
and  acted  upon,  would  be  to  go  through  almost  all  the 
cases  upon  such  bequests,  from  the  case  of  Lougfield  v» 
Stoneham^  in  Strange  (a)^  downwards.  But  there  is  a 
series  of  decisions  by  Sir  JV.  Grants  in  which  he  con- 
stantly adhered  to  the  doctrine,  commented  upon  the 
other  cases,  and  reconciled  some  that  were  apparently, 
and  but  apparently,  at  variance  with  it,  which  may  be 
consulted  with  great  advantage  as  bringing  the  whole 
matter  within  a  convenient  compass.  I  allude  to  Turner 
V.  Moor  (6),  Cambridge  v.  Rous  (c),  Webster  v.  Hale  (d), 
Ommaney  v.  Sevan  {e);  and  more  particularly  to  the 
second  of  these,  Cambridge  v.  B4)us.  That  was  a  be- 
quest to  two  sisters,  and  each  gift  was  coupled  with 
the  proviso,  that  in  case  of  the  death  of  one,  the  legacy 
should  devolve  to  the  survivor.  Both  were  held  clearly 
to  vest  absolutely  on  the  legatees  respectively  surviving 

the 

(a)  9  Sir.  1261.  d)  8  Vei.^lO. 

\b)  6  Ves.SSI.  (e)  18  rw.291. 
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1833.  the  testator.  But  I  cite  this  case  as  mnch  for  the  power- 
ful view  which  Sir  WilUam  Grant  takes,  in  hb  luminous 
judgment,  of  the  other  cases,  as  for  the  decision  which 
he  there  pronounces.  That  no  difference  whatever  b 
made  by  the  circumstance  of  the  legatees  over  being  the 
children  of  the  first  Uker  is  equally  beyond  dispute. 
Indeed,  this  was  the  case  in  Ihmer  v.  JIfaar,  and  in 
several  other  recent  cases,  particularly  in  Slade  v.  Mil' 
ner  (a),  decided  by  the  present  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

But  although  the  Courts  have  resorted  to  the  lifetime 
of  the  testator,  in  the  absence  of  any  other  period,  by 
reference  to  which  the  generality  may  be  restricted, 
this  construction  has  always  been  adopted  with  some 
reluctance,  founded  as  it  is  upon  a  supposition  which,  if 
not  violent,  is  yet  somewhat  strong,  inasmuch  as  the 
maker  of  a  will  does  not  naturally  provide  for  the  event 
of  his  surviving  his  legatees,  the  selected  objects  of  his 
posthumous  arrangements.  Such  a  construction  has, 
accordingly,  been  termed  <<  unnatural"  by  one  Chan- 
cellor, and  another.  Lord  Hardwicke,  has  traced  the 
origin  of  the  term  **  lapse,"  to  the  supposition  that 
the  possibility  of  the  legatee  dying  in  his  lifetime  escaped 
the  observation  of  the  testator,  (d) 

If  there  is  a  bequest  to  one  for  life,  and  after  his 
decease  to  ^.,  and  in  case  of  AJs  death  to  his  child  or 
children,  or  to  B.,  the  contingency  is  held  referable  to 
the  lifetime  of  ^.,  the  first  legatee,  and  the  bequest  over 
only  takes  effect  in  case  A,  dies  during  the  continuance 
of  the  life  estate ;  he  takes  absolutely  if  he  survives  the 
tenant  for  life.  This  was  precisely  the  case  in  Hervey 
V.  MacUoighlin  in  the  Exchequer  (c),  and  in  Galland  v. 

Leonard 

(fl)  4  Mad.  144.  (c)  1  Price,  264. 

(6)  Ulriek  y.  LUchJicH  S  Atk. 
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Leonard  at  the  Bolls,  {a)  The  latter  was  shortly  this.  18S3. 
A  bequest  to  the  widow  for  her  life,  and  on  her  death 
the  monies  to  be  divided  between  the  two  daughters, 
and  in  case  of  the  death  of  them  or  either  of  them 
leaving  a  child  or  children,  to  that  child  or  those 
children.  The  daughters  were  held  to  take  an  absolute 
interest  on  surviving  the  widow,  that  is,  the  clause  was 
read,  *<  in  case  of  their  death  during  the  lifetime  of  the 
first  taker."  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  remark  how  close 
this  case  comes  to  the  one  at  bar.  Indeed  the  two  cases 
cannot  be  distinguished  as  far  as  the  clause  goes,  for  in 
both  the  possibility  contemplated  is  the  same,  namely, 
the  death  of  the  legatee,  leaving  a  child  or  children,  and 
that,  though  somewhat  less  vague  than  the  clause  ^*  in 
case  of  death  "generally,  is  yet  held  to  describe  an  event 
too  well  defined,  and  therefore  receives  the  restriction  of 
the  first  taker's  life,  in  order  to  advance  the  period  of 
vesting^  and  to  terminate  the  interval  of  suspense  during 
which  it  must  remain  uncertain  what  amount  of  interest 
the  legatee  takes. 

It  may  thus  be  stated  as  a  general  proposition,  that 
where  the  bequest  over  is  in  case  of  the  legatee's  death, 
and  no  other  reference  can  be  made,  the  period  taken  is 
the  life  of  the  testator ;  but  where  another  can  be  found, 
that  will  be  preferred,  to  avoid  the  supposition  of  the 
testator^s  having  contemplated  and  provided  against  a 
lapse.  A  preceding  gift  for  life,  or  other  interest  less 
than  the  absolute  property,  will  furnish  this  reference. 
But  this  is  not  the  only  means  of  restricUng  the  gene- 
rality ;  and  a  direction  that  the  gift  shall  vest  at  a  given 
time,  aflbrds  just  as  easy  and  as  natural  a  reference  as  a 
preceding  life  interest  Thus  a  bequest  to  A.^  and  in 
case  of  his  death  to  £.,  is  a  gift  absolute  to  A.^  unless  he 

dies 

(«)  1  Swan.  161. 
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dies  in  the  testator^s  lifedme.  A  bequest  to  C  for  life^ 
and  then  to  A*^  and  m  case  of  his  death  to  jB.,  is  a  gift 
absolute  to  A^  unless  he  dies  during  C's  life.  A  bequest 
to  if.}  when  and  if  he  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and, 
in  case  of  his  death,  to  £.,  is  a  gift  absolute  to  A.  unless 
he  dies  under  age.  It  appears  impo3sible  to  doubt  that 
such  would  be  the  natural  and  obvious  reading  of  the 
words  in  all  these  cases,  if  there  were  no  general  prin- 
ciples governing  the  legal  presumption  connected  with 
the  subject,  and  no  authority  of  decided  cases  imposing 
a  sense  upon  the  expressions. 

The  decisions  to  which  I  have  referred  are  upon  the 
sulject  immediately  before  us.  But  a  similar  view  of 
the  matter  pervades  many  of  the  cases  upon  an  analo- 
gous point,  namely,  the  time  to  whicli  words  of  survivor- 
ship among  tenants  in  common  of  a  legacy  shall  be  taken 
to  relate,  whether  to  the  testator's  decease  or  to  the  dis- 
tribution  of  the  fund,  or  to  some  other  time;  and 
although  upon  this  subject  the  series  of  cases  is  much 
less  unbroken,  and  there  are  some  not  to  be  reconciled 
with  others,  yet  it  may  be  observed  that  the  leaning 
towards  adopting  a  definite  period,  in  order  to  advance 
the  time  when  the  interest  shall  become  determinate,  has 
led  the  Courts  to  take  the  testator's  death,  where  no 
other  limit  could  be  found  except  the  period  of  distribu- 
tion, as  in  Bindon  v.  Suffolk  (a),  Maberly  v.  Strode  (&), 
Perry  v.  fFoo&(c),  and  that  class  of  cases;  while  the  par- 
ticular circumstances  in  some  of  the  other  cases,  and, 
probably,  still  more,  a  disposition  to  avoid  the  suppo- 
sition that  the  testator  was  providing  for  the  case  of  his 
legatee's  predecease,  may  have  given  rise  to  the  deci- 
sions which  followed;  I  allude  to  Brogravey*  Winder  {d\ 

DanieU 

(fl)  1  P.  Wnu.  96.  (c)  3  Ve$.  204. 

(b)  3  Vet.  450.  \d)  8  Km.  jun.  654. 
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DanieU  v.  DanieU{a\  and  others  which  shook  the  former  18SS. 
series,  and  prepared  the  way  for  Cripps  v.  WdccU(b)^ 
decided  by  the  present  Master  of  the  Rolls.  It  cannot 
be  doubted,  that  if  this  last  decision  is  to  be  taken  as 
settling  the  law  upon  this  head,  it  reconciles  that  law 
to  the  whole  current  of  authorities  upon  the  point,  so 
intimately  connected  with  it,  which  is  now  before  the 
Court  If  Cripps  v.  WolcoU  is  to  stand  against  the 
cases  over-ruled  by  it,  — and  it  would  now  be  most  in- 
convenient to  hold  otherwise, -— there  may  be  some 
diflBculty  in  supporting  his  Honor's  present  decision 
upon  principle ;  but  though  Cripps  v.  WolcoU  were  set 
aside^  and  the  former  rule  of  construction  restored,  that 
rule  of  construction  would  give  no  support  to  the  judg- 
ment now  under  review. 

In  the  present  case,  no  period  can  be  derived  from 
any  prior  life-estate,  at  the  determination  of  which  the 
gift  over  is  to  take  efiect  But  the  whole  clause,  taken 
together,  fumbhes  a  period  for  the  restriction,  at  once 
natural  and  obvious,  and  consistent  with  the  plain  mean- 
ing of  the  testator,  and  peculiarly  agreeable  to  the  frame 
of  the  bequest.  He  first  gives  his  nieces  the  monies, 
when  and  if  they  shall  attain  twenty-one :  at  the  age 
of  majority,  therefore,  the  legacies  vest ;  and,  as  far  as 
this  branch  of  the  clause  goes,  vest  absolutely.  He  then 
gives  those  legacies  to  their  sole  and  separate  use,  free 
from  the  debts  or  control  of  their  husbands.  Legacies 
so  given  to  vest  at  a  specified  time,  and  so  secured  to 
the  objects  of  the  gift  exclusively,  can  only  be  revoked, 
—  for  partially  they  are  revoked,  if  tliey  are  converted 
into  life  interests,— K»n  only  be  so  altered  and  retracted 
by  the  most  plain  and  unambiguous  and  unequivocal 
proviso;  and  the  Court  will,  in  dvbio^  justly  prefer  that 

construction 
(a)  6  Vf.  S97.  ih)  4  MoiL  1 1. 
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18SS.  construction  of  any  subsequent  clause  which  ^11  make 
yj^  it  consistent  with  the  intenUon  plainly  expressed  in  the 
V.  preceding  part.    If  we  read  the  hitter  part  as  con- 

templating a  dying  at  any  time,  and  as  converting  the 
legatee's  interest,  from  an  absolute  interest  in  the  capital 
sum,  into  a  life  annuity  in  the  event  of  her  leaving  a 
child  at  her  death,  we  entirely  destroy  the  first  part  of 
the  clause,  which  provides  for  the  interest  vesting  at 
twenty-one.  According  to  this  construction,  she  has  at- 
tained her  age  of  twenty-one  in  vain ;  for  at  that  period, 
so  anxiously  pointed  out  by  the  will  as  the  time  when 
she  was  to  receive  the  sum  of  2000/.  sterling,  she  only 
acquires  the  chance  of  her  will  operating  upon  it  in  case 
she  dies  childless.  During  all  the  days  of  her  life  she 
has  no  more  control  over  it  after  twenty-one  than  she 
had  before.  It  appears  quite  clear  to  me  that  the  other 
construction  is  the  sound  one.  Having  first  provided 
for  the  legacy  vesting  when  the  l^atee  is  of  age,  and 
secured  it  against  the  interference  of  others  in  the  event 
of  marriage,  the  testator  provides  for  the  case  of  the 
legatee  dying  underage,  and  leaving  a  child  or  children; 
in  that  case  they  take  their  mother's  legacy,  because 
she  did  not  live  till  it  vested  in  her.  This  seems  the 
better  restriction  to  introduce,  and  more  in  accordance 
both  with  the  probable  intention  and  with  the  authorities, 
than  if  we  read  the  words  ^*  in  case  of  decease,"  as  re- 
ferring to  the  death  of  the  legatees  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator.  But  that  the  construction  adopted  below,  of 
death  at  any  time,  is  inconsistent  with  all  the  cases  from 
the  earliest  downwards,  I  feel  fully  assured,  and  shall 
now  proceed  to  shew. 

In  doing  so  I  have  no  occasion  to  refer  to  more  cases 
than  I  have  already  cited  in  support  of  the  construction 
which  I  put  upon  the  clause.  I  may  add,  however,  to 
the  judgments  of  Sir  W.  Grants  already  referred  to,  the 

case 
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case  of  Kit^  v.  Taylor  {a\  decided  by  Lord  Alxxitdetft  1833. 
where  the  bequest  was  to  a  son  when  he  should  attain 
the  age  of  twenty-three,  and  to  a  daagfater,  with  a  pro- 
vision securing  her  interest  during  coverture,  and  if 
dther  child  should  die,  then  the  survivor  to  have  the 
share  of  the  other;  and  Lord  Alvanley,  in  declaring 
both  legacies  to  vest  absolutely,  the  one  at  twenty- 
three,  the  other  at  the  testator^s  death,  dwells  much  on 
the  time  of  vesting  being  specified  as  to  the  son's  portion, 
and  shews  how  this  case  differs  from  others  which  have 
been  sometimes  supposed  to  throw  doubt  upon  the  doc- 
trine. The  same  difference,  it  may  be  observed,  exbts 
in  a  stronger  degree  in  the  present  case. 

But  it  may  be  fit  that  we  should  advert  to  those 
cases  which  have  sometimes  been  supposed  to  proceed 
upon  a  different  view.  A  little  attention  will  shew  that 
these,  in  reality,  stand  in  no  kind  of  conflict  with  the 
others,  with  the  exception,  perhaps,  of  the  solitary  de- 
cision of  Lm-d  Douglas  v.  Chalmer.  They  are  not 
numerous,  and  they  all  turned  upon  very  special  cir- 
cumstances. Thus  Billings  v.  Sandom  (i)  was  a  bequest 
to  ^  of  1000/.,  and  in  case  of  the  legatee's  death  800/. 
to  B.,  and  200/.  to  C.  The  manner  of  dividing  the 
sum  between  two,  in  unequal  portions,  might  perhaps 
be  thought  to  indicate  a  peculiar  contemplation  of  the 
legatees  over.  But  the  decision  did  not  go  upon  that. 
Lord  TkurlaiD  particularly  relied  upon  the  residuary 
dause^  which  expressly  gave  to  the  same  A.  the  residue 
<*  to  be  disposed  of  as  he  should  think  proper;"  and 
his  judgment  plainly  rested  upon  the  contrast  between 
the  testator^s  expression,  when  he  clearly  intended  to 
give  her  the  absolute  interest,  and  his  expression  in 
giving  the  legacy  when  he  did  not  bring  out  his  mean- 
ing 
(a)  S  Vet.  SOS.  (5)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  S95. 
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1888*  ing  distinctly.  That  this  was  the  ground  is  sufficiently 
clear  from  the  report ;  and  it  is  put  upon  this,  and  with 
approbation,  by  Sir  fV.  Grant  in  Cambridge  ▼•  Bous  (a), 
where  he  comments  upon  Lord  Thurlaafs  decision. 

So,  too,  in  ffcndan  ▼.  Nelligan  (£),  Lord  Tkwrhm  held 
it  to  be  clear,  from  the  very  peculiar  manner  in  which 
the  daughter  was  mentioned,  and  also  the  widow  (the 
legatee),  in  relation  to  the  daughter,  that  the  latter 
was,  at  all  events,  to  take  something;  and  the  only 
way  in  which  this  could  be  accomplished  was  by  giving 
effect  to  the  executory  bequest,  and  holding  the  death  of 
the  first  taker  to  mean  her  death  at  any  time.  This 
view  of  Lord  Thurlaafs  reasoning  is  approved  by  Sir 
W.  Grant  in  the  case,  so  often  referred  to,  of  Cambridge 
V.  Bous. 

There  remains  to  be  considered  the  case  of  Lord 
Douglas  V.  Chalmer  (c),  upon  which  it  may  first  of  all 
be  observed,  that  it  differs  firom  the  present  case  in  this 
material  particular.  It  was  a  bequest  over,  in  case 
of  death  only,  without  any  limitation  to  be  derived 
from  a  preceding  life  estate  or  period  of  vesting  specified ; 
so  that  the  Court  had  only  to  choose  between  giving  effect 
to  the  executory  bequest,  and  supposing  the  testator  to 
have  had  in  view  a  lapse  by  predecease  of  the  first  taker. 
That  decision,  therefore,  might  well  stand  with  the  one  I 
am  now  making,  inasmuch  as  the  Court  is  not  here 
driven  to  elect  between  giving  effect  to  the  executory 
bequest,  and  holding  the  first  gift  to  vest  at  the  tes* 
tator's  death,  but  has  the  other  course,  always  to  be 
preferred  where  the  will  leaves  it  open,  namely,  that 
of  taking  a  period  to  which  the  death  may  relate  other 

than 

(ii)  8  Vet.  12.  (c)  2  Vet.  jun.  501. 
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than  the  testator's  lifetime.  But  though  this  consider-  1888. 
aUon  removes  Douglas  v.  Chalmer  out  of  the  way  as 
T^ards  the  present  purpose,  still  it  may  be  said  to  leave 
it  in  conflict  with  the  whole  of  the  decisions  where  the 
testator's  life  was  the  period  fixed  upon.  It  is  to  be 
considered,  therefore,  whether  there  be  not  peculiarities 
in  that  case  by  which  it  may  be  reconciled  with  the 
others,  or  something  in  the  decision  itself  which  may 
diminish  its  value  as  an  authority. 

The  question  arose  upon  the  gift  of  the  residue  to 
Lady  Douglas^  and  in  case  of  her  decease  to  her 
children.  Lord  Loughborough  relied  mainly  upon  the 
codicil ;  he  considered  the  manner  in  which  a  jewel 
was  there  given  to  Lady  Douglas  as  indicating  that  the 
testatrix  could  not  have  intended  to  give  her  the  absolute 
interest  in  the  residue,  for  that  would  have  made  this 
part  of  the  codicil  superfluous.  He  also  relied  upon 
the  manner  in  which  the  codicil  provides  for  a  case  of 
predeceasing  the  testatrix,  which  is  done  in  very  express 
words,  "if  A.  B.  should  be  dead  before  me,"  as  shew- 
ing that  such  predecease  could  not  have  been  in  her 
contemplation,  when  she  framed  the  legacy  to  Lady 
Douglas  i  and  when  his  Lordship  came  to  give  his  second 
judgment  upon  the  rehearing,  he  dwelt  upon  another 
circumstance  which  might  very  fairly  be  taken  into  the 
account;  namely,  that  giving  an  absolute  interest  to 
Lady  Douglas  was  giving  it  to  her  husband,  there  being 
no  sole  and  separate  use  provided  for,  which  it  seemed 
unlikely  the  testatrix  should  intend,  as  the  mention  of 
children  shewed  a  desire  that  they,  and  not  their 
father,  should  take.  It  needs  hardly  be  remarked  that 
those  peculiarities  on  which  Lord  I/mghborough  relied 
belong  none  of  them  to  the  present  case ;  and  only  one 
of  them  (the  last),  to  any  of  the  other  cases.  That  they 
are  suflScient  to  reconcile  the  decisions  with  those  other 

cases 
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1833.  cases  is  perhaps  more  than  can  safely  be  affirmed; 
although  Lord  JIvanley  and  the  other  Judges,  in  com- 
menting upon  the  case^  seem  to  think  that  they  go  a  great 
way  towards  effecting  such  a  reconcilement.  The  lan» 
guage  of  Lord  Loughborot^h  certainly  cannot  be  so  re- 
conciled, especially  where  he  says  ^  that  taken  by  them* 
selves  the  words  admit  of  little  doubt;  such  a  gift  im- 
plying naturally  that  the  parent  is  to  take  for  life^  and 
the  children  the  capital  at  the  parent's  death:"  a  pro- 
position in  the  very  teeth  of  all  the  authorities.  The 
observation  too  upon  Ncnolan  v.  Nelligan^  that  it  was  a 
much  stronger  case,  is  not  to  be  supported.  These  con- 
siderations certainly  lessen  the  authority  of  that  decision^ 
in  so  far  as  it  may  be  in  conflict  with  the  others ;  but  a 
bias  appears  to  have  existed  in  the  learned  Judge's  mind 
towards  the  construction  which  he  adopted,  arising  from 
his  extra-judicial  knowledge  of  a  fact  not  in  the  cause. 
Lord  Douglas  had  been  married  before,  and  had  children 
by  his  first  wife;  it  was  the  children  of  the  second  wife 
whom  the  testatrix,  their  grandmother,  plainly  meant 
to  fiivour,  and  yet  the  construction  which  would  give 
Lady  Douglas  an  absolute  interest,  by  giving  it  to  Lord 
Douglas,  brought  in  the  children  of  the  first  marriage 
equally  with  the  objects  of  her  bounty.  Lord  Dough* 
borough  very  fairly  admits  that  this  consideration  moved 
him ;  but  it  is  clear  he  had  no  right  to  regard  it.  Then 
it  must  be  remembered,  that  three  years  afterwards,  the 
same  learned  Judge  decided  Hinckley  v.  Simmons  {a)  ac- 
cording to  the  current  of  authorities,  and  without  any 
hesitation.  That  was  a  bequest  of  all  the  testatrix's  for- 
tune to  A^  and  in  case  of  her  death  to  B.  Lord  Lough^ 
borough  said  that  however  hard,  it  was  a  case  of  very 
little  difficulty,  and  he  cited  Lonsafield  v.  Stoneham  (£), 
but  made  no  reference  to  Douglas  v.  Chalmer;  from 

which 

(a)  4  Vet.  160.  {b)  3  Sir.  1261. 
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which  one  of  two  consequences  must  be  allowed  to        1883. 
follow;   either  that  he  did  not  adhere  to  his  former 
opinion ;  or,  which  is  most  probable,  that  he  considered 
it  to  depend  upon  the  peculiarities  of  the  case,  and  not 
to  touch  the  general  rule. 

But  a  discrepancy  much  more  difficult  to  be  recon- 
ciled is  to  be  observed  between  the  decision  now 
under  appeal,  and  an  earlier  determination  of  the  same 
learned  Judge  who  pronounced  that  decision;  I  al- 
lude to  the  case  of  Slade  v.  Milner.  (a)  That  was  a 
series  of  bequests  to  different  persons,  chiefly  females, 
and  in  each  there  was  a  proviso  that  in  case  of  her 
death,  the  said  sum  should  be  divided  equally  among 
her  children.  The  residuary  clause  gave  the  residue 
to  three  persons,  among  whom  was  one  of  the  former 
l^atees,  and  added,  that  in  case  they  should  have 
departed  this  life  before  the  testatrix,  and  consequently 
before  the  will  took  place,  then  the  residue  was  to  go 
among  the  children  of  two  of  the  residuary  legatees,  and 
the  children  of  a  third  person  deceased.  His  Honor 
held  the  case  so  clear  against  the  executory  bequest  on 
the  death  of  the  legatees,  that  he  called  on  the  other 
party  to  support  it:  and  decided  that  the  natural  sense 
of  the  words  plainly  gave  an  absolute  interest,  and  that 
there  was  nothing  in  any  other  part  of  the  will  to  dis- 
turb thb  inference.  Yet  the  residuary  clause  was  clearly 
so  framed  as  to  shew  that  when  the  testatrix  contem- 
plated the  predecease  of  legatees,  she  could  use  very 
precise  terms:  indeed  this  residuary  clause  affords  to 
the  full  as  strong  an  argument  in  favour  of  the  executory 
bequest,  as  that  on  which  Lord  Loughborough  relied  so 
much  in  Douglas  v.  Chalmer  /  and  it  is  remarkable  that 
the  case  with  which  this  last  comes  most  into  collision 
is  Slade  v.  Milner^  decided  without  any  doubt  by  the 

same 

(a)  4  Mad.  144. 
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same  learned  Judge,  whose  present  decree  can  only  be 
supported  upon  the  authority  of  that  very  case,  or 
rather  of  the  language  of  that  very  case,  of  Dallas  v* 
Chalmer* 


I  am,  on  the  whole,  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  decree 
cannot  stand ;  that  it  gives  a  construction  to  the  will 
neither  consistent  with  the  natural  import  of  the  words, 
nor  borne  out  by  any  authority,  while  it  is  contradicted 
by  all  the  decisions  upon  the  point,  and  almost  all  the 
authority  upon  questions  of  a  similar  kind. 

The  judgment  must,  therefore,  be  reversed,  and  the 
nieces  of  the  testator  declared  to  take  an  absolute  in- 
terest in  their  legacies  of  20002.,  upon  attaining  the  age 
of  twenty-one  respectively. 


Nov,  25. 

Whether  the 
8  W.  4.  c.  5J. 
extends  to 
ScoUofid, 
qwere.    If  it 
does,  the  act 
is  discre- 
tionary only, 
and  the  Court 
in  this  case 
refused  so  to 
extend  it. 


M^MASTER  V.  LOMAX. 

l^TR.  COOPER  moved  for  an  order  that  an  attach- 
-*"^"""  ment  might  issue  under  the  writ  of  the  sheriff  of 
WtgtonshirCf  or  other  proper  officer  in  Scotland^  against 
the  Defendants  Stewart  and  his  wife,  who  were  in 
contempt  for  want  of  an  answer. 

The  bill  sought  to  carry  into  effect  the  trusts  of  a 
will  relative  to  certain  real  estates  situate  in  Southwark, 
of  the  rents  and  profits  of  which  Stewart  and  his  wife 
were  alleged  to  be  in  the  receipt,  their  place  of  residence 
being  in  the  county  of  Wigtoru  Under  an  order  made 
by  the  Vice-Chancellor,  on  a  special  motion  that  service 
of  the  subpcena  together  with  a  copy  of  the  prayer  of 
the  bill  upon  the  Defendants  in  Scotland  should  be 
deemed  good  service,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  S^^toar/ were  served, 
and  an  appearance  was  entered  for  them.  They  after- 
wards 
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wards  took  out  two  orders  for  time,  which  had  dow 
expired. 

Mr.  Cooper  submitted  that  this  case  fell  within  the 
letter  as  well  as  the  spirit  of  the  recent  statute  2  fV.  4. 
c.  33.  That  statute  was  expressed  in  general  language^ 
applying  in  terms  to  the  "  United  Kingdom  of  Great 
Britain,**  and  making  no  exception  with  respect  to 
Scotland*  It  appeared,  moreover,  to  have  been  passed 
for  the  very  purpose  of  reaching  parties,  in  whatever 
part  of  the  realm  they  might  have  their  residence,  who 
were  in  the  enjoyment  of  real  estates  lying  within  one 
jurisdiction  while  their  place  of  domicile  rendered  them 
amenable  only  to  another  and  a  different  one; — a  cir- 
cumstance which,  by  enabling  dishonest  persons  to 
defeat  just  claims  upon  property  so  situated,  had  hereto- 
fore occasioned  a  defect  of  justice,  often  regretted  by 
courts  of  equity,  and  now,  for  the  first  time,  attempted 
to  be  remedied.  The  Vice-Chancellor,  before  whom 
this  application  was  originally  made,  had  desired  the 
matter  to  be  brought  before  the  bead  of  the  Court,  as  it 
involved  the  framing  of  a  new  form  of  order ;  but  then, 
as  well  as  previously  when  he  granted  the  subpcena, 
his  Honor  was  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  act  must  be 
construed  as  extending  to  Scotland. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said  that,  although  the 
words  of  the  enactment  were  certainly  large  and  com- 
prehensive, he  entertained  no  doubt  whatever  that  the 
statute  in  question  had  never  been  intended  or  supposed 
to  apply  to  North  Britain.  The  measure  had  been 
submitted  to  parliament  on  the  suggestion  of  Lord 
Plunietty  whose  object  was  (as  might  be  collected  from 
8  comparison  of  the  first  and  second  sections)  to  make 
the  process  of  the  respective  courts  of  equity  in  England 
and  Ireland  run  interchangeably  in  all  cases  where  the 

Vol.  II.  D  lands^ 
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18S&        lands,  the  subject  of  the  suit,  were  situated  in  the  one 
J^"j^'  ■   *     country,  and  the  defendants  sought  to  be  afiected  by  it 
V.  resided  in  the  other.   If  the  statute  were  to  be  construed 

LoMAx.  1^  ^1^^  manner  contended  for,  it  would  amount  to  a 
virtual  repeal  of  one  of  the  provisions  in  the  articles  of 
union,  although  Scotland  was  never  once  mentioned  by 
name  in  any  part  of  the  act  Under  the  circumstances, 
he  should  be  most  reluctant  to  accede  to  that  construc- 
tion. At  any  rate,  as  the  language  of  the  act  was  not 
imperative,  but  merely  vested  a  discretionary  power  in 
the  Court,  *^  if  they  shall  so  think  fit,''  he  should  decline 
to  make  any  order  on  the  present  application. 
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The  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  The  Bailiffs  and       Rolls. 
Burgesses  of  EAST  RETFORD.  •^""^  ^^' 

^I^HIS  was  an  information  filed,  under  the  direction  of  Where  a  cor- 
the  commissioners  of  charides,  for  the  purpose  of  j^thTprao- 

inquiring  into  certain  breaches  of  trust  alleged  to  have  tice  of  their 
.  .111  /•■r^-r*/.,.      predecesBon 

been  committed  by  the  corporation  of  East  Retford^  in  [q  the  applies- 

their  capacity  of  trustees  of  the  free  grammar  school  of  ^o"  o^the 

that  town.  rity  estates, 

and  no  wilfid 
breach  of  trust 
At  the  hearing  of  the  cause  the  Master  was  directed  or  improper 

to  inquire  and  state  what  lands  the  corporation  became  putedtothem, 

seised  of  in  trust  for  the  charity  in  question;  what  lands  the  account 

,         will  not  be 
had  been  alienated  by  them,  and  for  what  consideration,  carried  back 

and  under  what  circumstances,   and  how  the  produce  ^yond  the 

bad  been  applied.  they  had 

notice  that  the 
prooriety  of 
From  the  Master's  report  it  appeared  that  the  charity  such  applica- 

proper^  consisted  pruKipalJy  of  lands  which  had  for-  questioned. 

merly  belonged  to  the  dissolved  chantries  of  Stdton,  Tttx-  ^"'  yfYtere  the 

®  chanty  estates 

Jbrd^  and  Annesley^  and  which  in  the  year  1550  had  been  have  been  ali- 

granled  by  letters  patent  of  King  Edward  VI.  to  the  ^""'^^'^''^l^'* 
baiJiffii  and  burgesses  of  East  Retford  for  the  endowment  unt  period, 

p  the  corpora- 
^  tion  will  be 
made  to  com- 
pensate the  present  value  of  the  lands  so  alienated,  out  of  such  general  property  of 
she  corporation  as' was  not  granted  or  devised  to  them  u^n  special  trust. 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  corporation,  when  apprised  by  the  information  of  the  nature 
and  extent  of  the  claims  made  upon  them,  to  cause  a  diligent  examination  to  be 
made,  before  they  put  in  their  answer,  of  all  deeds,  papers,  and  muniments  in  their 
possession  or  power,  and  to  give  in  their  answer  all  the  information  derived  from 
such  examination;  and  if  they  pursue  an  opposite  course,  and  in  their  answer 
alle^  their  ignorance  upon  the  subject,  and  the  information  required  is  afterwards 
obtained  from  the  documents  scheduled  to  their  answer,  the  Court  will  infer  a  dis- 
position on  the  part  of  the  corporation  to  obstruct  and  defeat  the  course  of  justice^ 
and  on  that  j;round  aloqe  will  charge  theip  wjtfi  the  costs  of  the  suit. 
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of  a  grammar  school  in  that  town ;  and  partly  also  of 
other  lands  which  became  vested  in  the  same  trustees 

.Attorns  Y« 

General      upon  the  like  trusts  by  the  benefactions   of  Sir  John 

rj^  Hercie  in  1553,  of  two  persons  of  the  names  of  BozeU 

Bumssesof   and  Homes  in  1562,  and  of  the  Rev.  WiUiam  Houghton 

It  further  appeared  that  the  corporation  at  different 
times  had  alienated  parts  of  the  charity  estates ;  and  in 
particular  that  in  the  years  1583,  1805,  1806,  and  1816 
sales  had  been  effected  of  portions  of  the  property,  and 
the  produce  applied  towards  the  redemption  of  the  land 
tax  on  the  corporation  estates,  or  for  the  general  pur- 
poses of  the  corporation.  It  was  also  established  by  an 
entry  in  the  corporation  minute  book,  that  in  the  year 
1656  the  bailiffs  and  burgesses  had  authorized  a  sale  of 
all  the  lands  situate  at  Kirtotij  and  theretofore  belonging 
to  the  chantry  of  Tuxford^  whereof  they  were  seised  as 
trustees  for  the  use  of  the  free  grammar  school,  for  the 
purpose  of  raising  a  sum  of  money  to  be  applied  in  re- 
building the  church  and  steeple  of  East  Retfordy  and  that 
the  sale  had  taken  place,  and  the  money,  amounting  to 
SOO/.,  had  been  applied  accordingly. 

The  cause  having  now  come  on  for  further  directions, 
the  main  question  discussed  related  to  the  manner  in 
which  the  corporation  should  be  charged  in  taking  the 
accounts,  and  to  the  costs  of  the  suit.  A  petition  pre- 
sented by  the  master  of  the  schpol  was  set  down  to  be 
heard  at  the  same  time.  ^  '^ 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  WiUiam  Russell^  for  the  in- 
formant ^ 

Mr.  Skirr&Wf  for  the  schoolmaster  and  usher. 

Mr. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 
Mr.  Temple,  for  the  second  master. 

Mr.  Bicietsteik  and  Mr.  Barber,  for  the  corporation. 

As  the  leading  topics  adverted  to  in  the  course  of 
the  argument  are  noticed  in  his  Honor's  judgment,  it 
becomes  unnecessary  to  state  them  separately. 


ST 

1833. 

Attornet- 
Genebal 

V. 

The 
Burgesses  of 
£a8T    ' 
Retfobd. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Where  the  corporators,  for  the  time  being,  have  no 
knowledge  of  the  fact,  that  the  landi  in  question  were 
devised  for  charitable  purposes,  nor  any  knowledge  of 
circumstances  which  ought  to  have  put  them  upon 
inquiry  into  the  nature  of  their  title  to  the  lands  in 
question,  but  have  bond  Jidc  followed  the  practice  of 
their  predecessors  in  the  application  of  the  rents  and 
profits  either  to  other  charitable  purposes  not  warranted 
by  the  will  of  the  devisor,  or  to  the  general  purposes  of 
the  corporation;  it  appears  to  me  that  in  such  case, 
there  being  no  wilful  breach  of  trust  or  improper 
motive  imputable  to  the  ancient  corporators,  it  would 
be  unfit  to  compel  the  corporation  to  account  for,  and 
satisfy  out  of  their  general  corporate  property,  the 
rents  and  profits  so  applied  by  them  before  they  had 
notice  that  the  propriety  of  such  application  was  ques- 
tioned. In  the  present  case,  the  corporation  had  not 
this  notice,  until  it  was  given  to  them  by  the  report  of 
the  charity  commissioners.  To  carry  back  the  account 
from  the  commencement  of  the  misapplication  in  such 
cases  would  prove  the  ruin  of  half  the  corporations  in  the 
kingdom,  and  is  not  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
effect,  in  future,  to  the  intention  of  the  donor,     •v. 

It  is  argued  that  inasmuch  as  an  item  regularly  ap^ 
peared  in  their  annual  accounts,  oli  payments  made  to  a 
schoolmaster  and  usher,  and  they  were  therefore  fully 


'  •  k 
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1835.        aware  of  the  existence  of  a  school,  this  was  a  circom- 
*  -  ^  ■'        stance  which  ought  to  have  put  them  upon  inquiry  into 
General      the  origin  of  this  payment.     If  an  individual  makes  an 
J^^         annual   payment  for  a  particular  purpose  out  of  the 
Bunresses  of   profits  of  bis  estate,  it  is  reasonably  to  be  presumed, 
RsTTORD.      f^o^  the  strong  interest  which  he  has  to  resist  an  un- 
founded demand,  that  he  has  inquired  into  the  origin 
of  the  claim,  and  he  is  therefore  fixed  with  implied 
notice  of  all  the  circumstances  which  attend  it.     But 
the  same  presumption  does  not  apply  to  corporators, 
because,  having  no  immediate  personal  interest  in  the 
application   of  the  profits  of  the  corporate  property^ 
they  may,  without  the  imputation  of  culpable  negligence, 
adopt  and  follow  the  practice  of  their  predecessors  in 
this  respect.     I  cannot,  therefore,  hold  that  the  fact  of 
the  existence  of  the  school,  and  the  payment  to   the 
schoolmasters,  does  fix  the  corporation  with   implied 
notice  of  the  several  grants  and  devises  made  in  favour 
of  the  school. 

In  the  year  1656,  this  corporation  alienated  some 
part  of  the  property  devised  to  them  for  charitable, 
purposes,  for  money  which  they  applied  to  their  own 
use ;  and  it  cannot  be  denied  that  this  transaction,  at 
the  time,  was  a  wilful  breach  of  trust  In  the  years 
]  805  and  ]  806,  they  alienated  other  small  parts  of  die 
property  devised  to  them  for  charitable  purposes,  in 
ignorance  of  the  fact  that  it  was  so  devised  to  them. 

For  all  these  alienations  they  must  make  compens* 
ation  out  of  the  general  corporate  property;  for  this  is 
necessary  in  order  to  give  effect  in  future  to  the  in- 
tention of  the  donor :  and  there  must  be  a  reference  to 
the  Master  to  inquire  what  is  the  present  value  of  the 
charity  funds  so  alienated  in  1656;  and  if  the  Master 
shall  find  thai  any  substantial  improvements  tiave  since 

the 
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the  alienation  been  made  upon  those  lands,  let  him  state 
the  nature  of  those  improvements,  and  any  special  cir- 
cumstances relating  to  them.  With  respect  to  the 
alienations  made  in  the  years  1805  and  1806,  the  At- 
torney-General being  willing  to  accept  the  sums  pro- 
duced upon  such  alienations,  with  interest  at  5  per  cent, 
from  the  time  when  the  sums  were  respectively  received, 
let  the  corporation  account  for  the  same  accordingly. 


189^. 


Attobnjst- 
General 

V, 

The 

Burgesses  of 

East 

Retjo&o. 


In  stating  that  the  corporators  are  to  be  answerable 
out  of  their  general  property,  I  mean  out  of  such  pro- 
perty as  was  not  granted  to  them  upon  any  special  trust. 
The  charities  cannot  be  permitted  to  receive  compens- 
ation for  tjie  breaches  of  trust  committed  with  respect 
to  their  estates  out  of  property  devoted  by  the  donors 
to  other  special  purposes.  It  must,  therefore,  be  re« 
ferred  to  the  Master,  to  inquire  what  real  and  personal 
property  the  corporation  were  possessed  of  or  entitled 
to,  at  the  time  of  filing  the  informatipn,  and  are  now 
possessed  of  or  entitled  to,  which  was  not  granted  or 
devised  to  the  corporation  upon  any  special  trust ;  with 
liberty  to  state  any  special  circumstances  respecting  such 
property,  at  the  request  of  either  party.  And  if  the 
Master  shall  find  that  the  corporation  have  alienated 
any  real  or  personal  property  between  the  time  of  filing 
.the  information  and  the  time  of  his  inquiry,  let  him 
state  all  the  circumstances  respecting  such  alienation. 
This  inquiry  I  direct  in  consequence  of  the  suggestion 
at  the  bar,  that  there  is  reason  to  suspect  that  an  at- 
tempt has  been  made  to  defeat  the  object  of  this  inform- 
ation. 


With  regard  to  the  costs  of  the  suit,  it  is  to  be  ob- 
served, that  the  corporation  in  their  answer  state  their 
utter  Ignorance  of  the  charity  property,  and  of  the 
trusts  which  attended  upon  it,  and  leave  the  Attorney- 

D  4  General 
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18S9.  General  to  make  out  the  allegations  of  the  information 
Attorvet-     ^  ^^  ^^y  ^  ^^^^'     They  are  required  to  set  forth  a 

GxNEEAL      schedule  of  all  their  deeds,  papers,  and  muniments,  and 

fp^^  such  schedule  they  have  accordingly  set  forth;  and  it 

Bumssec  of   is  from  the  deeds,  papers,  and  muniments,  set  forth  in 

RsTFOED.  ^^^  schedule,  that  all  the  knowledge  possessed  by  the 
informant  with  respect  to  this  charity  property  has  been 
obtained.  As  the  corporation  were  fully  apprised,  by 
the  information,  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  claims 
made  upon  them,  it  was  their  bounden  duty,  before  they 
put  in  their  answer,  to  have  caused  every  deed,  pa{)er, 
and  muniment  in  their  possession  or  power  to  be  dili- 
gently examined,  and  to  have  given  in  their  answer  all 
the  information  which  resulted  from  such  examination. 
The  very  opposite  course  pursued  by  them  in  that 
respect  manifests  a  disposition  to  obstruct  and  resist 
the  course  of  justice,  which  alone,  without  reference  to 
other  parts  of  their  conduct  in  the  cause  which  are 
suggested  to  have  been  vexatious,  would  make  it  the 
duty  of  the  Court  to  charge  them  with  all  the  costs  of 
the  suit ;  and  not  only  the  costs  of  the  Attorney-General, 
but  the  costs  also  of  the  schoolmaster  and  the  usher, 
who  are  made  parties  Defendants.  The  claim  of  these 
last-named  Defendants  upon  the  income  of  the  charity 
cannot  well  be  considered  until  the  extent  of  the  chariry 
property  has  been  ascertained  by  the  Master's  report: 
let  the  petition  of  the  schoolmaster  in  that  respect  stand 
over,  and  reserve  the  consideration  of  all  further  direc- 
tions until  that  report  has  been  made. 
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WAUGH  V.  WAtJGH.  Roiu. 

June  S8. 

A     PART  of  the  will   of  Join  NeiU  was  in  the  a  tesutor 
-^    following  words : — « I  further  give  and  bequeath  ^^  r^^^ 
unto  my  said  executors  5000/.  3  per  cent,  consolidated  event  of  the 
bank  annuities  as  a  general,  and  not  as  a  specific  legacy,  n^hew  J.V. 
upon  the  trusts  following;  that  is  to  say,  upon  trust  to  without  leav- 
pay  to  my  nephew  John  Waughj  or  to  his  assigns,  the  {^^JI^aHy^ 
dividends  arising  therefrom  during  his  life,  and,  after  his  divided  among 
decease,  to  hold  the  principal  in  trust  for  all  his  children  then  and 
who  shall  survive  him,  and  the   issue  then   living  ^f  aS^^^i/' ij 
any  of  his  children  who  shall  have  departed  this  life  be  living  at 
before  him,  leaving  issue,  equally  to  be  divided  among  jg^th^'and  the 
them,  share  and  share  alike;  but  so  that  the  issue  of  any  children  then 
deceased  child   shall  take  only  the  share  which  such  ofh»brothen 
child  would  have  taken  if  living,  to  be  divided  equally  •''d  sbten 
among  such  issue;  and  in  case  there  shall  be  no  child  have  pro- 
of the  said  John  fVatigh,  nor  any  issue  of  a  deceased  ^^^^ 
child,  living  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  the  said  John  life,  but  so 
Waugh^  then  I  direct  my  said  executors  to  hold  the  said  ^i^jijjg^  ^f 
principal  stock  in  trust  for  all  the  brothers  and  sisters  such  deceased 
of  my  said  nephew  John  Waxigh  who  shall  be  living  at  gj^t^r  should 
the  time  of  his  death,  and  the  children  then  living  of  ^®  ^'"jy.  ^ 
any  of  his  brothers  and  sisters  who  shall  have  previously  their  parent 
departed  this  life,  equally  to  be  divided  amongst  such  JJJJ     -r?^? 
brothers  and  sisters  and  children  ;  but  so  nevertheless      Held,  that  a 
that  the  children  of  such  deceased  brother  and  sister  ^^^^l}^^ 
shall  take  only  the  share  which  their  parent  would  have  which  brother 
taken,  if  living,  which  shall  be  equally  divided  among  the  making  of 

such  children.*'  the  will,  took 

no  share  of 
the5000/L 

In  a  subsequent  part  of  his  will  the  testator  gave  a 

I^acy  of  3000/.  stock  to  the  Plaintiff  Eleanor  Waugh 

and 
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1M6.  and  her  children,  describing  Eleanor  Waugli  as  the 
daughter  of  his  late  nephew  Alexander  fVaugkj  who  was 
a  brother  of  the  testator's  nephew  John  fVaugh* 

The  testator's  nephew  John  Waugh  died  without 
leaving  any  child  or  any  issue  of  a  deceased  diild ;  and 
a  question  in  the  cause  was,  whether  the  above-men- 
tioned Eleanor  Waughi  who  was  living  at  the  d^th  of 
John  Waugh^  was  entitled  to  share  in  the  5000/.  stock  a3 
a  child  of  a  brother  of  John  Waughj  who  had  previously 
departed  this  life. 

Mx.  PembertontoT  the  Plaintiff. 

There  is  here  a  substantive  gift,  in  the  event  which  has 
happened,  to  two  classes  of  persons;  namely,  brothers  and 
sisters  of  John  Waugh  living  at  his  death,  and  children 
living  at  the  death  of  John  Waugh  of  any  of  his  brothers 
and  sisters  who  should  have  previously  departed  this 
life.  The  Plaintiff  indisputably  comes  within  the  latter 
class ;  and,  if  she  is  not  entitled  to  any  benefit  under  this 
bequest,  she  can  only  be  excluded  by  the  effect  of  the 
subsequent  words,  which  limit  the  shares  of  children 
of  deceased  brothers  and  sisters  to  such  as  their  parents 
would  have  taken  if  living.  There  is  nothing  in  those 
words  which  necessarily  cuts  down  the  generality  of  the 
previous  description  of  the  class  intended  to  take,  so  as 
to  exclude  the  daughter  of  a  brother  of  John  Waugh^ 
who  died  before  the  date  of  the  will.  The  plain  object 
of  the  clause  annexed  to  the  gift  is,  not  to  limit  the 
number  of  takers  falling  within  the  class  previously 
described,  but  to  fix  the  amount  of  their  shares,  by 
providing  that  the  children  of  deceased  brothers  and 
sisters  shall  take  by  representation,  and  be  entitled  to 
no  more  than  their  parents,  if  living,  would  have  taken. 
The  testator's  general  intention  was,  that  the  children 

of 
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<X  such  brothers  and  sisters  cfjohn  Waugh  as  had  died  I8S8. 
previoasly  to  John  WaugVs  decease,  should  stand  in  the 
place  of  their  parents ;  and  it  is  perfectly  immiiterial,for  the 
purpose  of  construing  this  bequest,  whether  such  parents 
died  before  or  after  the  date  of  ihe  will.  In  Chrisio^ 
pherson  ▼.  Naylor  {a\  the  bequest  was  to  each  and  every 
the  child  and  children  of  the  testator's  brothers  and 
sisters  (who  were  named)  which  should  be  living  at  the 
lime  of  his  decease,  except  his  nephew  J.  F.;  but  if  any 
child  or  children  of  his  said  brothers  and  sisters  (except 
J.  F.)  should  happen  to  die  in  his  lifetime  and  leave  issue, 
then  such  issue  were  to  take  the  share  or  shares  of  the 
parents.  Three  children  of  a  sister  of  the  testator  died 
before  the  date  of  the  will,  leaving  issue ;  and  such  issue 
were  held  not  to  be  entitled  under  the  bequest,  because 
nothing  was  given  to  the  issue  of  the  testator's  nephews 
and  nieces,  except  by  way  of  substitution ;  and  the  issue 
of  such  nephews  and  nieces  as  were  dead  before  the  date 
of  the  will  could  shew  no  objects  of  substitution — no 
original  legatees  in  whose  places  they  were  to  stand. 
That  case  is  distinguishable  from  the  present,  because 
there  the  parents,  in  whose  place  the  issue  were  to  stand, 
were  expressly  described  as  brothers  and  sisters  of  the 
testator  living  at  his  death;  and  it  is  observable  that, 
if  the  question  had  depended  upon  the  words  "  shall 
happen  to  die  in  my  lifetime,"  Sir  William  Grant  seems 
to  have  inclined  to  acquiesce  in  the  argument,  that  those 
words  might  have  admitted  of  the  construction  *'  shall 
have  happened  to  die,"  or  **  shall  happen  to  be  dead 
in  my  lifetime,"  so  as  to  support  a  gift  to  issue  of  a 
niece  who  was  dead  at  the  date  of  the  will.  Christo^ 
pherson  v.  Naylor^  therefore,  so  far  as  it  is  applicable 
to  the  present  case,  is,  in  reality,  a  strong  authority  in 
favour  of  the  Plaintiff;  for  here  the  words  **  shall  have 

happened 

(a)  1  Afrr.  590. 
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happened  to  depart  this  life"  naturally  include  a  period 
antecedent  to  the  date  of  the  will,  so  that  there  is  no 
necessity  for  resorting  to  the  forced  grammatical  con- 
struction, in  which,  however,  Sir  William  Grant  was 
prepared  to  acquiesce;  and  the  language  of  this  will  does 
not  necessarily  confine  the  gift  to  such  issue  only  as 
represented  parents  capable  of  taking  in  the  character 
of  original  legatees;  a  circumstance  which  compelled 
the  Court  in  Christopherson  v.  Naylor  to  hold  the  gift  to 
the  issue  to  be  substitutionary. 


Mr.  Bickersietk  and  Mr.  Bjogers^  contra. 

The  gift  to  the  children  is  plainly  substitutionary  in 
the  event  of  the  failure  of  the  previous  gift  to  such  bro- 
thers and  sisters  as  might  have  acquired  a  vested  interest 
in  the  legacy  if  they  had  survived  John  Waughj  but^/^r- 
ander  JVaugh  could  never  have  acquired  such  vested  in- 
terest, for  he  was  dead  at  the  date  of  the  will,  and  no 
substitution  therefore  could  have  been  contemplated  with 
respect  to  his  issue.  In  Butter  v.  Ommaney  (a),  the  gift 
was  after  the  death  of  two  persons  to  such  children  of 
B.  as  should  be  then  living ;  and  as  to  such  of  them  as 
should  be  then  dead  leaving  children,  the  testator  di- 
rected that  the  children  should  stand  in  the  place  of 
their  parents.  The  words  **  such  of  them  as  should  be 
then  dead  "  were  stronger  in  favour  of  the  claim  of  the 
children  than  in  the  present  case,  yet  it  was  there  held 
that  the  children  of  such  children  of  B,  as  died  in  the 
testator's  lifetime  and  were  also  all  dead  at  the  date 
of  the  will,  took  nothing  under  this  bequest.  There  is 
the  less  ground  in  the  present  case  for  supposing  that 
the  testator  intended  to  include  Eleanor  Waugh  among 
the  children  of  deceased  brothers  and  sisters  of  John 

Waughf 

(a)  4  Huu.  77. 
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fVaugh,  because  he  gives  her  a  large  specific  legacy, 
describing  her  as  the  daughter  oF  hb  late  nephew 
Alexander,  «. 


Mr.  PemberUm^  in  reply. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  plain  that  the  words  used  in  the  first  part  of  the 
bequest  would  comprise  Eleanor  Waugh^  for  she  was  the 
child  of  Alexander  fVaughf  a  brother  of  John,  who  had 
died  before  John;  but  by  the  subsequent  part  of  the  gift 
it  is  expressed,  that  the  children  of  a  deceased  brother  of 
John  are  to  take  only  the  share  which  their  parent  would 
have  taken  if  living;  by  which  is  to  be  understood, 
would  have  taken  wider  thai  bequest  if  living ;  and  the 
parent  of  Eleanor,  being  dead  at  the  time  of  making  the 
will,  could  have  taken  nothing  under  that  bequest,  and 
therefore  Eleanor  will  not  share  in  the  5000/.  This 
construction  would  be  fortified,  if  it  required  such  aid, 
by  the  special  provision  which  the  testator  subsequently 
makes  in  his  will  for  Eleanor  as  a  child  of  a  deceased 
brother  of  John. 


Wauob. 


4S 
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Jif/y  1.  8. 

A  legacy  of 
500^  a  piece 
*'  to  each 
child  that  may 
be  born  to 
either  of  the 
children  of 
either  of  my 
brothers,  law- 
fully begotten, 
to  be  paid  to 
each  of  them 
on  his  or  her 
attaining  the 
8geoftwent7> 
oneycarsy 
without  be- 
nefit of  sur- 
vivorship/* 
does  not  in- 
clude a  child 
bom  after  the 
testator^! 
death. 


,.^     v/^iL,.<..     C/' 


3  i- 


STORES  V.  BENBOW. 


/^ 


A  CODICIL  to  the  will  of  miUam  Taamend  co^i-^^  'T'^ 
^  tained  a  bequest  in  the  following  words :  —  "  Item, 
I  direct  my  executors  to  pay,  by  and  out  of  my  personal 
estate  exclusively,  the  sum  of  500/.  a-piece  to  each  child 
that  may  be  born  to  either  of  the  children  of  either  of 
my  brothers,  lawfully  begotten,  to  be  paid  to  each  of 
them  on  his  or  her  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  without  benefit  of  survivorship.'* 

The  question  was,  whether  the  Plaintiff,  William 
Tawnsend  Siarrs^  who  was  a  grand-child  of  one  of  the 
testator's  brothers,  and  who  was  born  after  the  testator's 
death,  was  entitled  to  a  legacy  of  500/.,  under  tl^is 
bequest* 

Mr.  Bickersteth  and  Mr.  Parker^  for  the  Plaintiff. 


Mr.  Pemberion  and  Mr.  Ching^  contra. 

The  testator,  having  by  his  will  given  legacies  of 
500/.  each  to  all  the  children  of  his  nephews  and  nieces 
living  at  the  date  of  his  will,  mnkes  a  similar  provision 
in  this  codicil  for  such  children  of  his  nephews  and  nieces 
as  might  be  born  afterwards ;  and  the  question  is,  how  far 
the  words  of  futurity  "  may  be  born,"  can  be  extended— 
whether  they  can  be  applied  to  all  the  children  of  the  tes- 
tator's nephews  and  nieces,  who  might  be  born  at  any  time 
after  the  testator's  decease  ;  or  whether  the  gift  is  to  be 
confined  to  such  children  only  as  might  be  bom  between 
the  date  of  the  will  and  the  death  of  the  testator.  The 
time  at  which  the  will  speaks,  namely,  the  testator's 
death,  is  the  limit  which   ascertains  the  number  of 

children 
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children  entitled  to  legacies  trader  this  bequest     A  dif-        189& 

ferent  tonstmction  Would  have  the  effect  of  leaving  it  nn-^ 

certain  how  many  legacies  of  500f.  were  to  be  distributed 

until  the  death  of  all  the  testator's  nephews  and  nieces^ 

and  consequently  of  postponing  the  distribution  of  the 

residue  of  the  testator's  personal  estate  until  that  period. 

Spradding  v.  Banter  {a)  is  a  case  very  nearly  resembling 

the  present.    There  the  testator  gave,  in  a  certain  event, 

a  legacy  to  the  sons  and  daughters  of  his  daughter, 

lawfully  begotten,  or  to  be  begotten,  and  it  was  held  that 

the  words  to  be  begotten,  could  not  be  construed  so  as  to 

include  a  child  born  after  the  death  of  the  testator.     So 

in  Mingrose  v.  Bramkam  (&),  where  the  testator  gave  to 

AJs  children  50/.  to  every  child  he  hath  by  his  wife, 

to  be  paid  them  as  they  shall  come  of  ag6 ;  and  A. 

had  eleven  children  at  the  date  of  the  will,  thirteen  at 

the  testator's  death,  and  three  bom  afterwards;  the 

thirteen  children  living  at  the  death  of  the  testator  were 

held  to  be  entitled,  but  not  the  three  born  afterwards. 

HiU  V.  Chapman  {c)  and  Davidson  v.  Dallas  {d)  are 

also  authorities  for  the  exclusion  of  the    after-bom 

children. 

Mr.  Biekersteth  in  reply. 

Sprackling  v.  Banter  is  a  case  of  questionable  autho- 
rity, for  the  decision  in  that  case  would  have  excluded 
a  child  with  which  the  testator's  daughter  might  have 
been  enceinte  at  his  death,  such  child  being  lawfully 
b^otten,  and  consequently  clearly  within  the  express 
terms  of  the  gift.  As  to  Bingrose  v.  Bramham,  the 
ground  upon  which  the  two  children,  bom  between  the 
date  of  the  will  and  the  testator's  death,  were  let  in,  was, 
that  as  the  will  spoke  at  the  testator's  death,  the  word 

"  hath;' 

(a)  1  Bide  344.  (c)  1  Vet.  jun.  405. 

ih)  8  Cor,  984.  ((0  14  Ves.  576. 


4»  CASES  IN  CHANCERY, 

1833.  ^^hath^*  though  of  the  present  tense^  might  well  be  ap- 
plied to  such  children.  If  the  same  principle  be  ap- 
plied here,  and  the  same  punctttm  lemporis  be  taken  for 
interpreting  the  expressions  used  by  the  testator,  the 
words  *^  to  be  born/'  which  are  emphatically  words  of 
futurity,  must  be  extended  to  the  after-born  children. 


Jufy  8.  i^e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  is  an  immediate  gift  at  the  death  of  the  testator, 
and  is  confined  to  the  children  then  living.  The  words 
**may  be  born,"  provided  for  the  birth  of  children 
between  the  making  of  the  will  and  the  death.  The 
cases  of  Sprackling  v.  Sanier,  and  Bingrose  v.  Bramliam 
are  direct  authorities  to  this  point.  To  give  a  different 
meaning  to  the  words  **  may  be  born,"  would  impute  to 
the  testator  the  inconvenient  and  improbable  intention 
that  his  residuary  personal  estate  should  not  be  dis- 
tributed until  after  the  deaths  of  all  the  children  of 
either  of  his  brothers. 
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WARREN  V.  DAVIEa  R«im 

fflCHJRD  DAVIES  htfpxk  hb  will  in  the  foUowiDg  a  testator  in 

worda:  — "First,  I   will  8Dd   direct  that  all  my  ^^^^^ 

just  debtSy  legaeies,  funeral  expence^  and  testamentary  payment  of 

charges^  shall  be  pud   by  my  executors  hereinafter  i^adet  i^hii 

named."     Hie  then  gave  his  real  estates  in  the  parishes  executors 

of  fVAiitingion  and  Si.  Martin^  and  also  all  his  money.  He  afterwards 

farramg  stock,  household  furniture,  and  effects,  to  his  defises  a  real 

wife  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  he  directed  the  whole  son  T.  D.  in 

of  his  property  on  Ijftm  Rhynn  to  be  sold  as  bis  executors  ^^i^J^  *?  * 

thereinafter  named  should  direct,  and  he  devised  certain  partof  his  will 

of  bis  messuages  and  lands  in  ffhiltington  aforesaid,  to  ^d  mother* 

bis  son  Thomas  Davies  in   fee.     A^et  making  divers  person  his 

pecuniary  bequests  to  hb  other  children,  the  testator  who  hoth 

gave  the  residue  of  his  estate  and  effects,  both  real  and  ET®^® 2ted^ 

personal,  to  his  said  son  Thomas  Davies*  vised  to  T.Ik, 

not  being  a 
devise  to  the 
The  executors  named  in  the  will  were  the  testator's  executors 

son  Thomas  Davies,  and  Roger  Ward  Davies^  both  of  -^  „ot  chained 

whom  proved  the  will.  with  debts 

and  l^acies. 

Join  Davies  was  the  eldest  son  and  heir-atrhtw  of  the 
testator.  Both  the  executors  attested  the  ^cecution  of 
the  wtllt  and  the  devise  of  the  real  estate  to  Thomas 
Davies  being  therefore  void  under  the  S5  G.  2.  c  6., 
and  the  estate  having  descended  on  John  Davies  the 
heir-at-law,  the  questien  in  tiie  cause  was,  whether  the 
estate,  which  the  will  purported  to  devise  to  Thomas 
DauieSf  was  or  was  not  charged  with  the  payment  of 
debts  and  legacies,  by  the  effect  of  the  first  words  of  the 
will. 


Vol.  II.  E  Mr. 
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183S.  Mr.  Bickersteih  and  Mr.  G.  RickardSf  for  the  legatees, 

contended  that  the  introductory  passage  in  the  will, 
by  which  the  testator  first  directed  all  his  just  debts  and 
legacies,  &c.  to  be  paid  by  his  executors  thereinafter 
named,  coupled  with  the  appointment  of  Thomas  Dames 
as  an  executor,  in  effect  amounted  to  a  chaige  of  those 
debts  and  legacies  upon  all  the  property  which  was 
devised  to  Thomas  Daoies  by  any  subsequent  part  of  the 
will;  Clrffbrd  v.  Lmis{a)^  Henvell  ▼.  WliUaker  {b). 
Such  devise,  it  was  true,  as  fiu*  as  it  applied  to  the  in* 
terest  of  Thomas  Davies^  was  rendered  invalid  by  the 
operation  of  the  25  G.  2.  c.  6. ;  but  still  the  testator^s 
heir-at-law,  on  whom,  in  consequence  of  the  fiulure  of 
the  devise,  the  estate  descended,  was  in  equity  bound  to 
hold  it,  subject  to  all  the  charges  which  the  testator  had 
intended  to  impose  on  it  in  the  hands  of  his  devisee, 
including  of  course  the  payment  of  the  legacies,  if  the 
personal  estate  proved  insufficient  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Pegge^  contra,  for  theheir-at« 
law,  submitted,  that  even  if  the  devise  had  been  effec- 
tual, a  charge  which  was  imposed  upon  the  property  given 
to  the  individuals  who  should  fill  the  joint  office  of  exe- 
cutors, could  not  extend  to  a  devise  made  to  Thomas 
Davies  alone  in  his  private  capacity,  so  that  HenveU  v. 
Whitaier  had  no  application.  Whether  that  were  so 
or  not,  however,  the  title  of  the  heir-at-law  in  this  case 
was  not  under,  but  paramount  to  the  will,  and  it  could 
not  therefore  be  affected  by  any  charge  which  that  in- 
strument attempted  to  create;  Powell  v.  Robins {c)t 
Parker  v.  Fearnley  (d),  WiUan  v.  Lancaster*  (e)  . 

Mr.  <7.  «7.  Jervis^  for  the  executors. 

Mr. 

(a)  6  Madd.  .93.  (d)  9  Sim.  ^  St.  599. 

(b)  3  Rvss,  343.  (e)  3  Ruts,  108. 

(c)  7  Ves.  20». 
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Mr.  BickerO^h  in  reply.  18S8. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Where  a  testator  directs  his  debts  and  legacies  to  be 
paid  by  his  executors  after  named,  all  property  given  to 
the  persons,  who  are  named  executors  jointly,  will  be 
charged  ¥rith  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies. 

The  devised  estate  in  question  is  not  given  to  the 
executors  jointly;  it  is  specially  devised  to  Thomas 
Daviesy  who  happens  to  be  one  of  the  executors,  but  it 
is  not  for  that  reason  to  be  considered  as  given  to  the 
executors,  and  charged  with  the  payment  of  debts  and 
legacies  within  the  intention  of  the  testator. 


J 
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1893.' 


K*'"-  STEED  V.  CAtLEY. 

t/tmtf  SI. 

Jit^kVr    'PHE  bai  was  filed  by  Mr.  and  tin.  Steedy  againsi 

bequeathed  to  CharUs  Callej^  the  execulor  of  Bickard  Srniih^  for 

a  married 
woman, 


I  whose  P^7°^^°^  ^^  ^  1^<7  of  ^^  ui  the  long  annoitics^  be* 

husband  was  queathed  by  the  will  of  Smiik  to  Mrs.  Sieed  absolutely. 

of  unsound 
mind,  thou^ 

nocommission  The  answer  of  die  Defendant  stated,  that  Mr.  SUed^ 

of  lunacy  had 

issued  against  the  husband,  was  of  unsound  mind ;  but  no  other  oI>- 

Court  on  a  J^^^^^  ^^  ^'^^^  '^  payment  of  the  legacy. 

bill  filed  by 

and^fefor  ^^  commission  of  hinacy  had  issued  against  Mr. 

payment  of  Steed. 
the  legacy, 
transferred  the 

Aind  into  At  the  hearing  of  the  cause  on  the  14th  oijune  ISSS, 

Court  to  the 

joint  account  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  consideration  of  the  poverty 

tiffi^'and'aft'  -  ^^  ^^  parties,  directed  the  20Z.  long  annuities  to  be 

wards,  in  con-  transferred  to  the  Accountant-General,  to  be  carried  to 
the^wyvcrty  of  *"  account,  entitled     "  the   husband's   and  wife's   ac- 

the parties,  count;"  and  his  Honor  at  the  same  time  suggested, 

on  the  pe-     '  that  a  petition  might  then  be  presented  by  Mrs.  Sieed^ 

tition  of  the  supported  by  an  aflBdavit  of  the  husband's  insanity,  and 

wife,  that  the  '^  .        .         t      j.  . ,      i        ...         .,       ^       ,     . 

dividends  praymg  that  the  dividends  mtght  be  paid  to  her  during 

should  be  oaid  her  life. 

to  her  for  her 

life. 

A  petition  to  that  effect  was  accordingly  presented, 

and  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 


From  the  statement  in  the  petition,  which  was  veri« 
fied  by  affidavits,  it  appeared  that  the  husband  was  of 
unsound  mind,  and  incapable  of  managing  his  a£birs, 
and  that  he  was  in  confinement  in  a  lunatic  asylum;  that 
he  had  a  large  family  of  young  children,  who  resided  with 

their 
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their  mother  at  a  distance  of  upwards  of  fifty  miles  from  ISSS. 
London^  and  that  the  family  were  in  narrow  and  dis- 
tressed circumstances.  The  petition  suggested,  that  as 
Mrs.  Steed  lived  at  a  distance  from  town,  and  as,  by 
reason  of  her  bdn^  a  married  woman,  she  was  incapable 
of  executing  a  valid  power  of  attorney,  the  Court  might 
authorize  her  solicitor  and  next  friend  to  receive  the 
dividends  on  her  behalf  on  his  producbg  a  receipt  for 
diem  signed  by  herself. 

Mr.  Heiherifigkm  tor  Ihe  petition. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  by  his  order,  directed 
that  the  dividends  to  become  due  upon  the  20/.  long 
annuities,  should  be  paid  to  the  petitioner  Elizabeth 
Steed,  on  her  sole  receipt,  or  to  Mr.  Hudson^  her  solicitor 
and  next  friend,  Mr.^  Hudson  undertaking  to  pay  the 
to  the  petitioner. 

Reg.  LH>.  B.  1832,  fol.  1972. 


E.s 
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I8SS. 


RoLM.  The  Bishop  of  EXETER  v.  Lord  and  Lady  WARD. 

Juiy5» 

The  trustees  TINDER  the  will  of  the  Earl  o( Dudlmf  the  defend- 

rn^iwc^tufe  «"^  ^""^   ^^^^  ^««  entitled  to  an  annuity  of 

annuity  of  6000/.  a  year  for  life,  and  also,  during  his  life,  to  the  te»- 

6000/  a  year 

and  other     '  tator's  mansion-house  at  Himley  in  Stqffbrdshire^  and  to 

cons^erable  ^^  ^gh^  ^f  presentation  to  all  livings,  the  advowson 

given  to  a  per-  whereof  or    presentation   to  which   belonged    to  the 

•on,  who,  at  teg^^ton 

the  death  of  "»"*"-"*• 
the  testator, 

Tn^alSnali?  The  bill  was  filed  by  the  trustees  of  the  Earl  of  Dud- 

asvlum,  filed  a  i;?^s  will.     It  Stated  that  applications  had  been  made  to 

directions  of  them  by  the  defendant  Lady  Wardy  the  wife  of  Lord 

the  Court,  in  JVardf  representinp;  that  Lord  Ward  was  of  unsound 

executing  the  T 

trusts  of  the  mind,  and  had  been  confined  in  a  lunatic  asylum  for  two 

SJluSc!*^  years  prior  to  the  death  of  the  Earl  of  Dudley,  and  that 

The  wife  of  he  still  continued  of  such  unsound  mind,  and  requesting 

presented  a  ^^^  ^^  allowance  might  be  made  to  her  out  of  the  6000/. 

petition,  pray-  a  year  given  to  Lord  Ward  by  the  Earl  of  Dudleys  will 

ance  out  of  *  ^^^  ^^  maintenance  of  Lord  Ward,  herself,  and  &mily, 

the  incoaoe  ^nd  for  keeping  up  the  mansion-house  at  Himley.     The 

5^ven  to  the  r    q     r                                                       y 

unatic,  and  trustees  by  their  bill  further  stated  that  they  could  not 

Ser    "'n  ^^^^  safety  act  in  the  premises  without  the  sanction  and 

ferred  it  to  indemnity  of  the  Court,  and  they  therefore  prayed  the 

inqu^kto  ^  directions  of  the  Court  therein, 
his  state  of 

Master  having  After  the  filing  of  this  bill  a  petition  was  presented 

reported  that  by  J^y  Ward,  setting  forth  a  number  of  circumstances 
he  was  of  un-  j  j  ^  ^  ^ 
found  mind,  shewmg 
and  not  com- 
petent to  the  management  of  his  affairs,  the  Court  upon  the  petition  of  the 
wife  to  confirm  the  report,  directed  the  trustees  to  apply  to  the  Great  Seal  for 
a  commission  of  lunacy,  and  referred  it  to  the  Master  to  inquire  what  in  the 
meantime  would  be  a  proper  allowance  to  be  made  to  the  wife. 
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shewing  the  state  of  Lord  fVarcPs  mind,  and  the  aflS-        1883. 
da^ts  of  physicians  in  that  respect,   and  praying  an      Bighopof 
allowance  out  of  the  annuity  given  to  Lord  Ward  by       Exbtu 
the  Earl  of  Durf/^s  will.  LordandLady 

Upon  the  hearing  of  this  petition  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  referred  it  to  the  Master,  to  inquire  into  the  state 
of  Lord  War^s  mind,  and  to  report  thereon  to  the 
Court. 

The  Master  reported  that  he  had  made  inquiry  into 
the  matters  referred  to  him ;  that  the  a£Bdavits  of  Dr. 
M^Michaely  Dr.  Monro,  and  other  persons  had  been 
laid  before  him,  and  that  he  was  of  opmion  that  Lord 
Ward  was  of  unsound  mind,  and  not  competent  to  the 
management  of  his  own  afiairs. 

A  petition  was  now  presented  by  Lady  Ward,  praying 
that  the  Master's  report  might  be  confirmed,  and  that 
thereupon  a  proper  allowance  might  be  made  to  her  out 
of  the  annuity  of  6000/.  to  which  Lord  Ward  was  entitled 
under  the  Earl  of  Dudleys  will. 

Mr.  Ktndersley,  for  the  petitioner. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Considering  the  nature  and  extent  of  Lord  Ward's 
interest  under  the  Earl  of  Dudlei^s  will,  and  the  report 
which  has  been  made  by  the  Master  with  respect  to 
Lord  Ward's  state  of  mind,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
trustees  cannot  properly  proceed  in  the  execution  of  the 
trusts  of  the  will,  with  reference  to  Lord  Ward,  unless  a 
commission  of  lunacy  is  taken  out  against  him.  Let  the 
plaintiffi,  the  trustees,  immediately  apply  to  the  Great 
Seal  for  such  commission.    And  let  it  be  referred  to  the 

E  4  Master 
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MM.  ^  Mister  to  inqatve  and  state  what  would  in  the  meantime 
be  a  proper  allowance  to  be  made  to  Lady  Ward^  out  of 
the  6000L  a  year,  for  maintaining  lAMfd  fVard^  herself 
^nnji^Tath  '^^  fiunilyt  and  for  keeping  up  the  mansion-bouse  and 

5«Aia.       park  at  Himley. 


Tbe  Master  hayiog  accordingly  reported  that  SOCKX. 
a  year  would  be  a  proper  sum  to  be  allowed  to  Lady 
Ward  for  the  purposes  before  mentioned,  that  report 
was  subsequendy  confirmed  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
after  an  ine&otual  opposition  on  the  part  of  Mr.  James, 
who,  as  counsel  for  Lord  Ward,  applied  that  the  draw- 
ing up  of  the  order  might  be  stayed  till  the  result  of 
the  then  pending  petition  for  a  commission  of  luna^ 
should  be  known.  That  petition  came  on  very  shorty 
afterwards  before  the  Lord  Chancellor,  who  heard  the 
matter  in  his  private  room.  His  Lordship  ultimately 
refused  tha  application ;  and  the  parties  thereupon,  by 
arrangement  among  themselves,  declined  to  take  aaj 
farther  proceedings  under  the  orders  made  at  the 
Rolb. 
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IBM. 


PEOUDLEY  V.  FIELDER.  Roll.. 

JtifySO. 

TN  contemplation  of  a  marriage  between  Mr.  Philqf  n  was  stipa- 

-■-  Holmati  Leader  and  Mra-  I^^ia  Dawson,  articles  Jjijjj^"!^ 

of  agreement  were  entered   into  between   them,  and  tliat  monies 

signed  by  both  parties.     After  stating  tba^  TAv.jLeader  |hep^{!a^ 

was  seised  of  a  certain  freehold  estate  therein  described^  ofthein- 

situate  at  New  Brentford,  and  that  Mrs.  Dawson  was  ibouldbe 

possessed  of  certain  copyholds  of  inheritance  therein  for  her  sole 

and  separate 
described,  situate  at  Isleworth  and  Old  Brentford,  and  use,  to  all 

that   M«.  Dawson  was  aUo  .possessed  of  monies  on  i"'«"*»  ""«^ 

*  purposes,  as  if 

securities,  and  of  monies  in  the  government  fiinds,  the  she  were  sole 
articles  continued   as  follows:  —  "A   marriage  is  in-  ri^.^H^^S" 
tended  to  be  had  between  Mr.  Leader  and  Mrs.  Dawson ;  upon  the 
and  it  is  agreed   that  Mrs.  Dawson  shall,    on   such  ^\\q  without 
marriage  taking  place,  surrender  the  said  copyholds  to  '^^  ^^^ 
the  said  Mr.  Leader  in  fee,  and  that  all  other  the  estate  ing  tnude  any 
and  effecU  of  the  said  Mrs.  Dawson  shall,  upon  the  said  "fPh?*^"* 
marriage  taking  place,  be  and  become  the  property  of  perty,  that  the 
the  said  Mr,  Leader,  except  the  monies  in  the  funds,  entitled  tlHt 
And  it  is  agreed  that  the  said  monies  in  the  funds  shall  as  her  ad- 
be  for  the  sole  and  separate  use  of  the  said  Mrs.  Dawson,  ^^  not  her 
to  all   intents  and  purposes,  as  if  she  were  sole  and  ■^^^  of  kin. 
unmarried ;  and  that  the  said  monies  shall  be  conveyed 
or  transferred  to  trustees,   and  a  proper    settlement 
executed,  so  as  fully  to  carry  into  efiect  the  intention  of 
the  parties;  and  in  case  of  the  said  marriage  taking 
e&ct,  and  the  said  Ijfdia  Dawson  surviving  the  said 
Philip  Hoiman  Leader,  she  the  said  lAfdia  Dawson  shall 
hold  and  enjoy  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  freehold 
estate  of  the  said  Philip  Hoiman  Leader  for  her  life." 

The 
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1883.  The  marriage  took  effect,  but  no  settlemeDt  was  ever 

executed.  The  wife  died  in  the  husband's  lifetime 
without  issue,  and  without  having  made  any  appoint- 
ment of  her  separate  property ;  and  the  husband  took 
out  administration  to  her  estate.  The  husband  having 
subsequently  died,  the  bill  was  filed  by  the  next  of  Idn 
of  the  wife  against  the  executors  of  the  husband's  will, 
and  against  certain  of  his  legatees;  and  it  prayed  a 
declaration  that,  upon  the  true  construction  of  the 
articles,  the  Plaintiffi  were  entided  to  the  wife's  property 
in  the  funds,  as  if  she  had  not  been  married. 

Mr.  Pemberion  and  Mr.  Dixon^  for  the  Plaintiffi. 

Mr.  Bickersieihj  Mr.  Kemfon  Parker^  and  Mr.  H.  J. 
Perrjfj  for  the  Defendants. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

These  monies  were  to  be  for  the  sole  and  separate 
use  of  Mrs.  Leader^  as  if  she  w^ere  sole  and  unmarried. 
This  expression  has  no  reference  to  the  devolution  of 
the  property  after  her  death.  She  is  to  retain  the  same 
absolute  enjoyment  of  the  monies,  and  is  to  have  the 
same  power  of  disposition  over  them,  as  if  she  were  sole 
and  unmarried ;  but  there  is  not  one  word  here  to  vest 
the  property  after  her  death  in  her  next  of  kin,  or  to 
defeat  the  right  which  her  surviving  husband  is  entitled 
to  acquire  as  her  administrator. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  59 

188S. 


ROLU.  . 

HORDE  V.  The  Earl  of  SUFFOLK.  '^fy  ^J- 

Aug,  5. 

npHE  will  of  Ann  Southern^  after  bequeathing  her  Where  annwl 

"^    worldly  property    of  every  kind  and  deacription  bequeathed  to 

to  the  Rev.  George  Bisseit  (whom  she  appointed  her  ^^k'ted  ^ 

sole  executor),  in   trust  for   the  purposes  thereinafter  charity,  at  the 

mentioned,  dhrected  her  executor  to  pay  certain  pecu-  fhe^^Sc^ 

niary  legacies,    and,  among  others,   one  of   100/L  to  either  to  ^- 

CaroUne  Anne  Horde  ^  and  then  proceeded  as  follows:  duals  or  public 

— <<  In  the  next  place  I  desire  that,  out  of  the  residue  institutions, 

the  Court  dc- 
of  my  property,  my  said  executor  will  pay,  or  cause  to  dared  that  the 

be  paid,  to  the  aforesaid  Caroline  Anne  Horde,  over  and  ^*^?  ?** 
"^    '  'not  mil,  but 

above  her  said  legacy,  the  sum  of  180/.  annually  during  that  a  scheme 
the  term  of  her  natural  life,  to  be  by  her  distributed  in  ^  "f^vS* 
charity  according  to  her  own  discretion  and  judgment,  any  of  the 
either  to  private  individuals  or  public  institutions,  in  fib^^^ 
such  sum  or  sums,  way  and  manner,  as  she  shall  from  apply,  as  there 
time  to  time  choose^  without  limitation  or  control  from  occasion, 
any  person  whomsoever.    Next  I  desire  that  my  said 
executor  will  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,   to  Amelia 
Wrer^ord^  now  living  at  Stm  in  GloucesierMre^  the  sum 
of  201.  annually  for  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  for  her 
own  use  and  benefit.    All  the  remainder  of  my  proper)^' 
now  vested,   or  hereafter  to  be  vested  in  the  public  funds 
(and  it  is  my  will  that  all  the   money  I  may  possess 
should  be  so  vested  in  the  public  funds),  I  desire  that 
my  said  executor  will  pay  or  transfer,  or  cause  to  be 
paid  or  transferred,  unto  the  Right  Honourable  Ladies 
Elizabeth  Howard,  Jidia  Catharine  Howard,  and  Jane 
Elizabeth  Howard,  the  three  eldest  daughters  of  the 
Right  Honourable  Thomas  Earl  of  Sujffblk  and  Berkshire, 
to  be  by  them  the  said  ladies,  and  the  survivors  and 
survivor  of  them,   and  the  executors^  administrator^, 

and 
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I8SS.        and  assigns  of  such  survivor,  and  his,  her,  or  tbar 
jj  '  personal  representative    or    representatives,    for    ever 

9,  continued  at  interest;  and  the  dividends,  interest,  and 

SunoLK?  proceeds  ibereof  from  time  to  time  arising,  given  away 
in  charity  either  to  individual  persons  or  to  public  insti- 
tutions, in  such  sums,  way  and  manner  as,  accorduig  to 
their  own  discretion  and  judgment,  they  shall  think  fit, 
without  the  interference  or  control  of  or  from  any 
person  vrfiatever.  Further  it  is  my  will,  that  if  the 
-aforesaid  Amdia  Wrenjbrd  shaU  die  before  the  said 
Caroline  Anne  Hordes  then  and  in  that  case  her  ammitgr 
of  SO/,  a  year  shall  be  paad  to  the  said  Caroline  Anne 
Horde  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  to  be  applied 
by  her  to  charitable  purposes,  as  her  other  annuity  of 
180/.  I  desire  also,  that  whenever  the  said  Caroline 
Anne  Horde  shall  depart  this  life,  my  said  executor  the 
Rev.'George  Bisseit  shall  pay  or  transfer,  or  cause  to  be 
paid  or  transferred,  the  said  annuity  of  ISOl^  and  ao 
likewise  the  said  annuity  of  20/.  a  year  given  to  the 
•said  Amelia  Wreitford^  when  the  same  shall  drop  in  by 
her  death,  in  case  she  shall  survive  the  said  CarMne 
Anne  Horde^  to  the  aforesaid  Ladies  Elizabeth  Howard^ 
Jidda  Caiharine  Homardj  and  Jane  Elixabeih  Howard^ 
or  to  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  and  the 
•esecuCors,  administrators,  and  assigns  of  such  survivor, 
juid  bis,  her,  or  their  perM>nal  representative  or  rapre- 
aenCaUves  for  ever  to  be  given  away  in  chari^  in  the 
SMne  maraier,  according  to  their  discretion,  as  the  rest 
of  the  money  which  I  have  directed  my  aferasakl 
executor  and  trustee  to  pay  or  transfer  to  them,  and  the 
dividends,  interest,  «nd  profits  thereof;  so  that  it  is  my 
intention,  that  after  ihe  deaths  of  the  said  Caroline  Anne 
Horde  and  Amelia  Wrenfbrd^  and  after  payment  of  the 
legacies  afcHresaid,  and  my  just  debts,  funeral  charges, 
and  testamentary  and  trustees'  expenses,  the  whole 
residue  of  my  property,  whatever  it  may  be  or  consist 

of. 
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o(  sImU  be  pftid  or  transferred  lo  the  said  Ladies  EUmh        IMfk 
bitik  Howard^  JMa  CaiheHtte  Hemardj  aad  Jane  EUmt^ 
beik  Bkn^aard^  their  e3Bseuton»  adaiioistratorSy  ov  aasigna^ 
for  the  diaritable  purposes  hermbefbre  desertbed.'' 

The  Rev.  George  Bistett  having  died  in  the  testatrix's 
lifetime^  the  testatrix  by  a  eodictl  substituted  the  Earl  of 
Siggblk  a»  her  exeeuter.  AmeUa  Wreitfin-d  died  shortly 
after  the  death  of  the  testatrix^  and  the  bill  was  filed  by 
Cetrolim  Ann  ibrde,  and  the  Ladies  Howard  affinal  the 
Earl  of  Suffblif  far  the  purpose  of  having  the  aoauitie» 
of  I80i.  and  201*,  dnd  the  residue  of  the  testatrix's  peiv 
somt  estate,  sqpfriied  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  wUL 

The  Master  having  found  that  the  testatrix  died 
without  leaving  any  next  of  kin,  the  Attorney-General 
claimed  for  the  Crown  on  the  ground  of  a  failure  of  the 
charitable  bequest ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  that 
bequest  was,  in  any  und  What  manner,  to  be  e^eteuced  by 
the  CouW. 

Mr.  BiekertttthaM  Mr.  WhHmarsh,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

In  Wcddo  V.  Caley  {a\  where  a  fund  was  directed  by 
the  testator  to  be  applied  by  his  widow  to  charitable 
purposes  generally,  the  distribution  to  be  at  her  dis- 
cretion, with  the  advice  and  assistance,  but  not  under 
the  control  of  the  trustees  of  the  will.  Sir  William 
Grant  declined  to  direct  any  scheme  for  a  charity,  and 
decided  that  the  disposition  of  the  fund  was  at  the 
absolute  discretion  of  the  widow.  The  present  is  a 
stronger  case  than-  Waldo  v.  Caky^  for  here  the  disposi- 
uon  of  the  fund  is  expressly  left  to  the  discretion  of  the 
legpitees,  without  limitation  or  control  from  any  person 

whom- 

(a)  ISFet.SOS. 
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whomsoever.   The  fond  is  to  be  distributed  at  all  eventg 
in  charity ;  but  the  objects  of  the  charity,  and  the  pro> 
V.  portions  in  which  it  is  to  be  distributed  to  the  diftrent 

S^iracT '  objects  who  may  be  selected,  are  left  entirely  to  the  dis- 
cretion  of  the  legatees.  This  is  not  a  case  where  a 
legacy  is  expressly  given  in  trust  for  purposes  so  vaguely 
defined  that  the  Court  cannot  execute  the  trust,  like 
Vezey  v.  Jamson  (a) ;  neither  is  it  a  bequest  given  for 
private  charity,  like  Ommannetf  v.  Butcher  {b) ;  nor  is  it  a 
case  where  the  testator  intended  to  create  a  charitable 
trust,  but  that  intention  was  too  indefinitely  expressed 
to  enable  the  Court  to  efiectuate  it,  like  Morice  v.  The 
Bishop  of  Durham,  {c)  There  is,  therefore,  a  good 
disposition  of  the  property  of  the  testatrix  for  charit- 
able purposes. 

Mr.  Wratfj  for  the  Crown. 

In  Vezy  V.  Jamson  the  testator  gave  the  residue  of  his 
estate  to  his  executors  upon  trust  to  dispose  of  it  at 
their  pleasure^  either  for  charitable  or  public  purposes, 
or  to  such  person  or  persons  as  they  should  in  their 
discretion  think  fit.  Charitable,  as  contradistinguished 
from  public  purposes,  must  mean  purposes  of  private 
charity,  and  then  the  direction  is  exactly  like  that  in 
the  present  case,  which  is  for  the  distribution  of  the 
fund  in  charily  at  the  discretion  of  the  legatees,  either 
to  private  individuals  or  for  public  institutions.  Ommati'- 
ney  v.  Butcher  decides  that  a  trust  for  private  charity 
is  such  a  trust  as  the  Court  cannot  execute;  and 
generally  where,  as  in  the  present  case,  a  trust  is  so 
vaguely  and  indefinitely  expressed,  that,  although  the 
testator  may  have  intended   to  give  his  property  in 

charity, 

(a)  \Sm.if  Stu.  69.  (c)  lO  Vet.  S9S. 

(6)  1  7Vfi.4'  Run.  260. 
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cbarityy  yet  quod  vobdt  nan  dixitf  aod  he  has  faUed  to 
give  eflfect  to  his  intention,  the  next  of  kin  will  be  en- 
titled ;  and,  as  there  are  here  no  next  of  kin,  the  Crown 
has  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  fond.  James  v.  jlUen  (a), 
Fowler  v.  Garlike,  {b) 


1889. 
HomoE 

V, 

The  Etf  1  of 
Suffolk. 


Mr,  BiAerstethy  in  reply* 


7%^  Master  ^  the  Roui9. 

*  This  case  appears  to  me  not  distinguishable  from 
Waldo  V.  Caley.{c)  In  that  case  Sir  WiUiam  Grants 
considering  that  the  widow  had  an  absolute  discretion  as 
to  the  disposition  of  the  fund,  made  a  declaration  accor- 
dingly;  and  thinking  a  scheme  unnecessary,  he  directed 
that  any  of  the  parties  should  be  at  liberty  to  apply  as 
there  might  be  occasion.  This  case  was  afterwards 
appealed  to  Lord  Eldon^  and  application  was  made  to 
him  to  stay  any  distribution  of  the  fund  until  the  appeal 
should  be  determined.  This  application  was  refused, 
and  the  appeal  was  afterwards  abandoned.  I  shall  follow 
a  precedent  so  entirely  in  point,  and  declaring  that  the 
distribution  of  the  several  charitable  bequests  under  the 
will  is  left  to  the  absolute  discretion  of  the  several 
legatees,  I  decline  directing  any  scheme,  leaving  to  any 
party  liberty  to  apply  as  there  may  be  occasion. 


AMg.$, 


(a)  a  Mer.  17. 

{b)  1  J7ti«f .  4*  Mylne^  S38. 


(c)  16  Vu.  S06. 
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Rolls.  JAQUES  V.  JOHNSON- 

Aug.U 

A  testator  di-  'J^HOMAS  ROBERTS  by  his  will  directed  bis 
ST ce oHm^  cators,  within  six  months  after  his  decease,  to  sell 
real  estate  to  his  freehold  estate  at  London  Cblney^  and  out  of  the 
his'execuMrs^  money  arising  from  such  sale  to  pay  the  legacies  therein 
in  their  own  mentioned.  The  testator  then  proceeded  in  these 
cent,  consols,  words :  —  I  will,  that  after  deducting  the  several  above- 
He  then  di-  mentioned  sums,  and  my  debts  and  fbneral  expenses, 
rectt  them  to  .  r  t  .  i  i  t  .  % 
transfer  the  from  the  produce  of  the  said  sale,  they  buy  the  re- 

4  per  cent.  mainder  or  balance  into   the  4  per  cent   consols  in 

5  per  cent.  their  own  names,  but  for  the  uses  and  trusts  hereafter  to 

siding  inlbis  ^  named.   And  I  also  desire  they  will  at  the  same  time, 

name,  to  the  or  sooner  if  more  convenient  to  themselves,  transfer  the 

in  their  own  several  4  per  cent,  consols  and  3  per  cent,  consols,  now 

names,  and  standing  in  my  name,  as  of  Milbank  Street  Westminster^ 
anerwards (US*  i  .j  •      i    •  ^  <•       i 

poses  of  *<  the  to  the  said  account  m  their  own  names,  and  for  the 

cent\rust  "^^^  ^^^  trusts  thereby  intended;  that  is  to  say,  that 
stock."  ^  This  they  do  within  fourteen  days  after  receiving  the  half- 
uniSer  the  spe-  yearly  dividends  at  the  Bank,  pay  one  half  thereof  to 
cial  provisions  my  sister  Ann  Jaques.  for  her  own  use,  benefit,  and 
of  the  will,  /  J  I.  .      J  . 

includes  the      advantage,  and  not  subject  to  the  debts  or  engagements, 

3  per  cent.  ^^  liable  to  the  control  of  her  present  or  any  future 
consols  which  '^  -^ 

weresunding  husband,  and  her  receipt  only  to  be  a  discharge  for 

Ihc^miSdngoV  ^'^^  ^^'"^J  *°^^  ^^  P^y  ^^  ^^^^^  ^^^^^^  ^^^  ^*^  ^^^^- 
thewiil.  dends   unto  my  dear  wife  Elizabeth  Roberts^  formerly 

Elizabeth  Jones  widow.     And  at  and  after  the  death  of 

my  said  sister,  I  direct  that  the  one  half  of  the  said  4  per 

cent  trust  stock  be  sold  and  disposed  of  as  follows :  -^ 

To  Emma  Johnson  the  daughter  of  one  of  my  executors, 

or  her  representative,  the  stim  of  600/.  of  lawful  money, 

to  Anna  Scott  the  daughter  of  my  other  executor,  the 

sum 
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sum  of  400/.,  and  the  remainder  to  be  disposed  of  IS 33. 
agreeably  to  the  will  of  my  said  sister.  And  on  the 
death  of  my  dear  wiTe,  her  half  of  the  stock  to  be  dis- 
posed of  as  follows :  —  100/.  thereof  to  be  transferred  to 
the  use  of  her  nephew  Charles  Jaffrey^  wire- worker; 
500/.  thereof  to  be  transferred  to  the  use  of  her  niece 
Sophia  Watson^  and  200/.  to  be  transferred  to  the  use  of 
her  nephew  George  Jaffrey^  and  whatever  surplus  there 
may  remain  to  be  disposed  of  as  she  may  please  to  will 
the  same.  And,  lastly,  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  dear 
wiFe  aforesaid  all  my  plate,  linen,  china,  household 
furniture,  books,  horses,  cows,  and  all  other  effects  of 
what  kind  or  nature  soever  not  before  disposed  of,  and 
for  her  own  use,  benefit,  and  advantage,  and  to  dispose 
of  the  same  as  she  thinks  proper,  without  molestation  or 
interruption." 

On  the  death  of  the  testator,  a  bill  was  filed  to  have 
his  estate  administered  according  to  the  trusts  of  the 
will.  The  will  was  not  duly  executed  so  as  to  operate 
upon  his  real  estates,  which  therefore  descended  upon 
his  sister  Ann  Jaqiiesj  as  his  heiress  at  law.  Under  an 
order  made  in  the  progress  of  the  suit,  two  sums  of 
stock,  one  of  3^  per  cent,  consols  into  which  the 
testator's  4  per  cent,  consols  had  been  converted  by  act 
of  parliament,  and  the  other,  being  his  3  per  cent, 
consols,  were  transferred  by  his  executors  into  Court: 
and  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause  it  was  declared  that  the 
testator's  sister  Ann  Jaques^  and  the  husband  of  his 
widow  Elizabeth  (who  had  subsequently  married  a 
person  of  the  name  of  Grey)^  were  entitled  to  the 
dividends  of  both  the  sums  of  stock  in  equal  moieties 
during  the  respective  lives  of  the  legatees ;  and  on  the 
death  of  either,  liberty  was  reserved  to  any  person  in- 
terested to  apply. 

Vol.  II.  F  An:i 
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1853.  Ami  Jaques  died   in  April  1833,  having  previously 

appointed  all  her  personal  estate  which  under  her 
brother's  will  she  had  power  to  dispose  o^  unto  her 
husband  John  Jaques.  On  the  death  of  Ann  Jaqties  a 
petition  was  presented  by  the  husband  and  personal  r^ 
presentative  oi Elizabeth  Grey^  formerly  Elizabeth  Eoberts 
(now  also  deceased),  praying  that  the  moiety  of  the 
3  per  cent  consols,  the  dividends  whereof  had  been  re- 
ceived by  Ann  Jaques  during  her  life,  might  be  declared 
not  to  have  passed  under  her  will,  but  to  have  vested  in 
the  petitioner  in  right  of  his  late  wife  Elizabeth^  as  the 
residuary  legatee  of  her  former  husband  Thomas  Roberts. 
A  cross  petition  was  at  the  same  time  presented  by  John 
Jaquesj  claiming  the  stock  in  question  by  virtue  of  the 
appointment  in  his  wife's  wilL 

The  single  question  raised  on  the  two  petitions  was, 
whether  under  the  bequest  over,  in  the  will  of  Thomas 
Boksrts,  of  <^  the  one  half  of  the  said  4  per  cent,  trust 
stock,"  his  3  per  cent  consols  were  to  be  considered  as 
included  ? 

The  argument  on  both  sides  consisted  entirely  of 
verbal  criticism  on  the  peculiar  form  and  language  of 
the  different  clauses  in  the  will,  and  an  examination  of 
the  general  scope  and  purpose  of  its  provisions. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Jacobj  for  the  representative 
of  Elizabeth  Grey. 

Mr.  James  Russellj  for  John  Jaques* 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  collecting  the  intention  of  the  testator  upon  this 
point,  the  will  is  to  be  considered  as  if  it  were  duly  exe- 
cuted, 
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cuted,  so  as  to  pass  real  estate.  The  testator  first  direct^ 
the  residue  of  the  produce  of  the  sale  of  his  leasehold 
estate  to  be  invested  by  his  executors  in  the  4  per  cent 
consols  in  their  own  names,  but  for  the  uses  and  trusts 
thereafter  to  be  named.  He  then  directs  his  executors 
to  transfer  the  several  4  per  cent  consols  and  S  percent, 
consols  then  standing  in  his  name  to  the  said  account 
in  their  own  nameSy  and  for  ^  the  uses  and  trusts  thereby 
intended. 


1898. 


The  question  is,  what  the  testator  means  '*by  the  said 
account  in  their  own  names  and  for  the  uses  and  trusts 
thereby  intended  ?^  Does  he  or  not  mean  that  the  3  per 
cents,  are  to  be  converted  into  4  per  cents.,  so  as  in 
that  sense  to  form  but  one  account,  to  be  applied  to  the 
uses  and  intents  expressed? 


In  the  first  place  he  directs  the  trustees  to  pay  one 
half  of  the  half-yearly  dividends  to  his  sister  and  the 
other  half  to  his  wife.  It  is  plain  he  means  the  divi- 
dends of  the  whole  trust  fund  constituted  by  the  produce 
of  his  freehold  estate  and  the  transfer  of  the  4  per  cents, 
and  3  per  cents.  It  is  a  circumstance  to  be  remarked, 
though  but  a  slight  one,  that  he  speaks  of  the  dividends 
as  one  half-yearly  payment,  although,  if  the  trust  fund 
consisted  of  4  per  cents,  and  3  per  cents.,  the  dividends 
of  which  are  payable  at  different  times,  that  would  be 
two  half-yearly  payments.  Then  after  the  death  of  his 
sister  he  directs  that  one  half  of  the  said  4  per  cent 
trust  stock  shall  be  sold,  and  he  says  nothing  of  the 
3  per  cent  stock.  Is  it  not  to  be  intended  that  he  means 
the  half  of  that  trust  stock,  the  dividends  of  which  were 
to  be  paid  by  the  trustees  to  his  sister  during  her  life, 
and  which  he  thus  describes  as  '*  the  said  4  per  cent 
stock?"    On  the  death  of  his  wife  he  directs  the  other 

F  3  half 


68  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

18S8.       half  of  his  trast  stock  to  be  disposed  of,  and  to  this  dis- 
position the  same  obsenrations  apply. 

It  is  further  to  be  remarked  that,  unless  this  construc- 
tion be  adopted,  the  testator  makes  no  disposition  of  the 
S  per  cent,  stock,  although  it  may  pass  by  the  residuary 
clause  in  his  will.  This,  however,  is  not  a  probable  in- 
tention, considering  that  the  3  per  cent  consols  were  di- 
rectly in  his  view,  and  at  all  events  disposed  of  expressly 
during  the  lives  of  his  wife  and  sister. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it 
was  the  intention  of  this  testator  that  his  3  per  cent,  con- 
sols should  be  converted  into  and  form  one  common 
fund  with  his  4  per  cent  consols,  and  that  he  intended 
them  to  pass^by  his  will  under  the  description  of  the 
said  4  per  cent  trust  stock. 
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183S. 


GITTINGS  V.  M'DERMOTT.  5/jJ"i. 

L.  C. 

THE  will  of  Charles  Stone  contained  the  following      j^ly^^s. 
bequest: — "  I  give  and  bequeath  to  the  children  j^^gj^tor 
of  my  sister  the  late  Elizabeth  fVally  or  to  their  heirs,  the  gaye  to  the 
following  sums,  vested  in  the  Navy  4  per  cent  public  ^nxcr,  the  late 

funds;  that  is  to  say,  to  Lavender  Wall  lOOl.;  Edward  ^.H^.,whoge 

names  be  enu* 
Wall  200/.;    William  Wall  200/.;   Sarah  Thornly  her  merated,«or 

eldest  daughter  200U ;   Charlotte  Br&am  her  youngest  ^[^1^?^^.^^. 

daughter   200/.;    Edward   Wall  her  grandson   100/.;  tain  legacies. 

amounting  in  the  whole  to  1000/.  stock."     The  tes-  Sil^n^tfiS 

tator,  after  giving  various  other  specific  and  pecuniary  in  the  lifetime 

legacies,  disposed  of  the  residue  of  his  property  as  .fol-  tator:  Held, 

lows:  — "  All  the  remainder  of  my  property  of  whatever  ^*^*f  '**®  '^ 
,..,,  If    ri  p  tir  gacies  to  these 

description  in  the  public  funds,  arrears  of  pay,  half-pay,  children  did 

and  allowances,  and  whatsoever  effects  I  may  die  pos-  ?^\ !!?**'     \ 

sessed  of,  after  payment  of  all  bequests  and  debts,  I  give  of  kin  took  by 

and  bequeath  in  equal  shares  to  each  of  my  dear  sisters,  JJ^  deauTof*' 

viz.  to  my  very  dear  sister  Maty  Stewart  one  half,  and  to  the  testator. 

my  sister  Sarah  Gittings  the  other  half  of  the  said  pro-  testator  gave 

perty,  and  upon  their  deaths  respectively  to  their  heirs."  *?,j!*®  ^^^^^ 

perty  "  in 

Mary  Stewart  and  Sarah  Gittings^  the  testator's  sisters,  [JJ^^^jJ'^jg 

and  three  of  the  legatees  of  the  1000/.  stock,  died  in  the  sisters,  3f.  S. 

lifetime  of  the  testator.     The  bill  was  filed  by  CharUs  ^"J  „j^' 

GittingSy  who  was  the  heir  at  law  and  one  of  the  next  of  their  deaths 

kin  of  Sarah  Gittings,  and  also  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  ^ ^  ^^eir 

the  testator,  acraiust  the  several  other  parties  claiming  heirs."    Both 
\       .         .„  ^  ®   sisters  died  in 

mterests  under  the  will.  the  lifetime  of 

^     the  testator: 
v^o  Held,  that  the 
next  of  kin 
of  M,  8.  and  of  S.  Cr.,  living  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  were  entitled  by  sub- 
stitution to  the  gift  of  the  residue. 

F  3 


70  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1839.  On  the  bequest  to  the  children  of  EUxabeth  Wall  a 

V»  ^ju. '     question  was  raised^  whether  the  legacies  given  to  such 

«•  of  them  as  had  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator  had 

M<D£aiioTT.   lapsed,  or  whether  the  heirs  or  next  of  kin  of  the 

deeeased  children  were»  in  the  event  which  had  hiqp* 

penedy  entitled  by  substitution. 

Mr.  Bickersieth^  for  the  Plaintiff,  cited  Corbyn  t. 
JFV^ncA  (a),  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  what  the  inclin- 
ation of  Lord  Jlvardetfs  opinion  was  in  a  case  of  this 
nature*  although  it  was  unnecessary  expressly  to  de- 
termine the  point  in  that  case.  Lord  Alvanley  there 
said,  **I  will  not  determine,  because  it  is  not  necessary, 
that  where  a  legacy  is  given  to  a  person  *  or  to  his  re- 
presentatives,' it  can  mean  any  thing  but  in  case  of  his 
death  in  the  life  of  the  testator.''  The  word  << heirs" 
was  in  this  case  equivalent  to  ^  representatives,"  and  it 
was  dear  from  this  observation  what  construction  that 
learned  Judge  would  have  put  upon  the  words  of  the 
bequest  in  the  present  case. 

The  Masteb  of  the  Rolls  said  it  was  clear  that  the 
word  '*  or"  implied  a  substitution,  and  that  there  was 
consequently  no  lapse.  The  word  heir  must,  in  respect 
of  personal  property,  be  taken  to  mean  next  of  km. 


On  the  residuary  clause, 

^v.Bickersteth  and  'Mr.Sharpf^  for  the  Plaintifl^  argued 
that  the  interest  given  to  the  testator's  sisters  could  no 
more  be  taken  to  be  an  absolute  interest  than  that  given 
to  the  legatees  of  the  stock.  It  would  be  a  strange  con- 
struction to  hold  that  the  gift  of  the  stock  had  not  lapsed, 
but  that  there  was  a  lapse  of  the  gift  of  the  residue,  al- 
though 

(a)  4r«.  418. 
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though  in  both  cases  the  testator  had  equally  manifested        fSS5. 
his  intention  of  extending  his  bounty  to  the  heirs  of  the     q"  ^^^-J 
legatees  in  the  event  of  their  death.     If  the  residuary  v. 

gift  should  be  held  to  have  lapsed,  the  Plaintiff  was  en-  ^'^^^'^^ 
titled  to  a  share  of  the  residue  as  one  of  the  next  of  kin 
of  the  testator ;  if  there  was  a  snbstitotion,  he  wl»  en* 
titled  to  a  moiety  of  that  residue,  whether  he  took  as  heir, 
or  as  sole  next  of  kin  of  one  of  the  testator's  sisters. 

Mr.  Booths  for  a  Defendant  in  the  same  interest  as  the 
Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Tumer,  for  the  Defendant 
M^DermoU^  who  was  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  tes- 
tator, contended  that  the  gift  to  the  heirs  of  the  resi- 
duary legatees  on  their  respective  deaths  was  plainly  a 
limitation,  and  not  a  substitution;  and  this  limitation 
was  made  in  language  which,  as  applied  to  personal 
estate^  gave  the  absolute  interest  to  the  person  named 
as  the  first  taker.  In  Robinson  v.  Fitzherbert  {a)  the 
limitation  resembled  that  in  the  present  case;  there  the 
interest  of  a  sum  of  money  was  given  to  A.  for  life, 
and  at  his  death  to  devolve  to  the  heir  of  his  body,  with 
remainder  over,  and  it  was  held  that  A.  took  an  absolute 
interest.  Now,  whether  a  limitation  of  personal  estate 
were  made  to  a  person  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the 
heirs  of  his  body,  or,  as  in  this  case,  with  reqaainder  to 
his  heirs;  whether  it  were  made  in  language  which, 
with  reference  to  real  estate,  would  give  an  estate  tail 
<m:  an  estate  in  fee,  the  person  intended  to  take  as  tenanl 
for  life  was  in  either  case  entitled  to  the  absolute  in^ 
terest.  In  Britton  v.  Twining  {b)^  Sir  fVilliam  Grant 
held  that  where  there  was  nothing  to  qualify  the  words 
**  heirs  of  the  body,"  those  words  must  be  taken  to  be 

used 

(«)  a  Bro,  C.  C.  127.  {b)  3  Mer.  176. 
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used  in  their  strict  technical  sense;  and  that  where 
words  were  so  used  as  to  give  an  estate  tail  in  land, 
V.  they  would  pass  an  absolute  interest  in  personal  estate. 

So  in  Mounsey  v.  Blamire{a\  where  the  testator  gave  a 
pecuniary  legacy  to  his  heir^  there  being  nothing  in  the 
context  of  the  will  to  control  the  ordinary  and  legal 
sense  of  that  word,  his  Honor  was  of  opinion  that  the 
heir,  and  not  the  next  of  kin,  was  entitled.  In  the  pre- 
sent case  there  was  nothing  to  qualify  the  word  heirs :  it 
was  so  used  as  to  give  the  absolute  interest  to  the 
testator's  sisters,  and  the  gift  having  lapsed  by  the  death 
of  the  testator's  sister  in  his  lifetime,  the  residue  was 
distributable  among  his  next  of  kin.  TidweU  v.  Arid  {b) 
was  a  case  very  similar  to  the  present  There  the  tes- 
tator gave,  among  other  legacies,  a  sum  of  600/.  to  his 
daughter  Dorothy  ;  and  he  directed  all  these  legacies  to 
be  paid  to  the  legatees  by  his  trustees  at  the  end  of  a 
year  next  after  his  decease,  or  to  their  several  and 
respective  heirs.  Dorothy  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator,  and  it  was  held  that  her  legacy  had  lapsed. 

Sir  C  fVetherellj  Mr.  G.  Richards^  Mr.  Cooper,  and 
Mr.  O.  AnderdoUf  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Bickersteth,  in  reply. 

Ttdwell  V.  Ariel  was  decided  upon  the  special  cir- 
cumstance of  the  direction  by  the  testator  to  pay  the 
legacies  at  the  end  of  a  year  after  his  decease.  The 
alternative  of  payment  to  the  representatives  of  the 
legatees  at  the  end  of  a  year  after  the  testator's  death 
was  perfectly  consistent  with  an  absolute  gift  to  Dorothy^ 
for  she  might  have  died  within  that  period.  The  Court 
expressly  took  that  distinction,  and  intimated  that,  had 
it  not  been  for  the  direction  to  pay  at  the  end  of  a  year 

after 

(a)  4  Run.  984.  {b)  3  Mad.  403. 
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after  the  testator's  death,  it  would  have  been  a  case  of        1833. 

substitution,  and  not  of  absolute  gift,     Tidwell  v.  AiieU      '  '   ' 

therefore,  is  in  reality  an  authority  for  the  Plaintiff.  v. 

M'Debmott. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

A  will  speaks  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  unless  his 
intention  be  clearly  manifested  to  the  contrary.  When, 
therefore,  the  testator  gives  the  several  legacies  of  stock 
to  the  children  of  his  sister  or  to  their  representatives, 
he  plainly  intends  that  if  any  of  the  children  should  not 
be  living  at  his  death,  their  representatives  should  take 
by  substitution.  This  is  the  effect  of  the  word  "  or," 
which  differs  wholly  from  that  which  must  have  been 
given  to  the  bequest,  had  the  word  <<  and  "  been  used. 

With  respect  to  the  residuary  clause,  a  question  is 
also  made,  whether  a  substitution  is  intended,  or  whether 
an  absolute  interest  is  given  to  the  two  sisters.  Now  it 
is  impossible  to  read  this  residuary  clause,  and  not  to 
see  that  the  words  plainly  import  an  intention,  on  the 
part  of  this  testator,  to  give  the  residue  of  his  estate,  by 
way  of  substitution,  upon  the  respective  deaths  of  his 
sisters.  It  is  clear  that  the  testator  did  not  intend  that 
the  interest  of  the  sisters  should  exhaust  the  whole  pro- 
perty. He  gives  the  residue  of  his  property  in  equal 
shares  to  each  of  his  sisters,  and  upon  their  deaths  re- 
spectively to  their  heirs.  What  is  the  plain  import 
of  these  words  ?  Not  that  the  sisters  were  to  take  the 
absolute  property ;  but  that,  upon  their  deaths  respect- 
ively, whenever  such  deaths  should  happen,  the  pro- 
perty should  go  to  their  heirs.,  I  am  of  opinion,  there- 
fore, that  this  gift  did  not  lapse  upon  the  death  of  the 
sisters  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  but  that  it  went  to 
those  who  would  have  taken  it  by  succession  had  the 
persons  to  whom  the  life  interest  was  given  survived 

the  testator. 

With 
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]8Sd.  With  respect  to  the  import  of  the  word  <<  heirs,''  its 

GiTTiNGt      construction  must  be  governed  by  the  nature  of  the  pro- 
tK  perty ;  and  this  property  being  personal,  those  who  suo* 

ceed  to  it  are  not  the  heirs  at  kw,  but  the  next  of  kin. 
In  the  case  of  Mounsey  v.  Blamiret  the  word  *^  heir" 
was  a  mere  word  of  description,  and  it  was  impossible 
to  give  to  that  word  any  other  than  its  legal  and  tech- 
nical signification.  There  happened  to  be  co-heirs,  and 
the  Court  was  consequently  of  opinion,  to  which  opinion 
it  still  adheres,  that  such  co-heirs,  as  persofue  designaUs 
under  the  word  '*  heir,"  were  entided. 


L.  C.  The  Defendant  M^DermoU  appealed  from  this  decree. 

1834. 
May  SS. 

The  case  having  been  opened,  on  the  part  of  the 
Appellant,  by  Mr.  Jacob  and  Mr.  Turner,  the  Lord 
Chancellor  considered  it  unnecessary,  for  the  reasons 
stated  in  his  judgment,  to  hear  the  other  side. 


The  Lord  Chancellor,  after  stating  the  will,  pro- 
ceeded as  follows :  •— 

It  appears  that  the  testator  was  a  private  soldier,  who^ 
having  by  his  sober  and  steady  demeanour  raised  him- 
self in  the  service,  left  15,000/.  by  the  will  which  is  the 
subject  of  this  appeal.  In  adverting  to  his  merits  and 
his  success,  it  is  difficult  to  avoid  regretting  that  per- 
haps his  only  reverse  of  fortune  should  finally  have 
brought  his  hard-earned  property  into  this  Court;  for 
whatever  doubts  may  be  entertained  as  to  where  he 
designed  it  to  go,  it  may  be  pretty  confidently  affirmed 
that  we  were  not  in  any  degree  the  objects  of  his  bounty. 
Being  disposed,  however,  to  keep  it  here  as  short  a 
time  as  possible,  I  shall  not  call  on  the  counsel  for  the 

Respondents, 
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Bespondents,  having  no  doubt  at  all  on  one  part  of  the        ISSi*. 

case,  and  on  the  other,  though  far  from  being  so  clear,     \,    - 

G1TTINO8 
hsTing  not  a  sufficient  doubt  to  require  further  argument  «. 

in  support  of  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,        M-Dbimott. 

The  win  presents  two  questions  for  consideration. 

First,  do  the  legacies  given  to  Elizabeth  JValPs  children 
lespectively,  *^or  to  their  heirs,''  lapse  as  to  such  children 
as  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  or  vest  in  their 
hdrs?  Who  shall  be  intended  by  the  word  ** heirs" 
is  not  here  diqsuted ;  the  question  of  lapse  only  is  before 
the  Court. 

Secondly,  do  the  equal  shares  of  the  residue  g^ven  to 
tlie  testator's  sisters,  <<and  upon  their  deaths  respectively 
to  their  hdrs/'  lapse,  or  go  to  the  persons,  whoever  they 
may  b^  who  shall  be  intended  heirs  ? 

Although  I  am  not  aware  that  it  has  ever  been 
jodicially  determined  that  legacies  '*  to  A.  and  £.,  or 
to  their  heirs,''  are  to  be  read,  **  to  A.  and  A,  and  if 
dther  predecease,  then  to  his  heirs,"  so  as  to  prevent  a 
lapse;  yet  I  think  that,  both  upon  reasonable  grounds 
of  construction,  and  upon  the  authority  of  several  dtda^ 
there  can  be  no  doubt  of  such  being  the  true  sense  of 
the  expressions.  The  force  of  the  disjunctive  word  ^^  or" 
is  not  easily  to  be  got  over.  Had  it  been  ^'  and,"  the 
words  of  limitation  would,  of  course,  as  applied  to  a 
diattel  interest,  have  been  surplusage ;  but  the  disjunct 
tive  marks  as  plainly  as  possible  that  the  testator,  by 
using  it,  intended  to  provide  for  an  alternative  bequest ; 
namely,  to  the  legatees  if  they  should  survive ;  and  if 
they  should  not,  to  their  heirs.  It  is  no  doubt  true, 
that  a  testator  cannot  exclude  a  lapse  by  using  ne- 
gative provisions,  as  by  saying,  *^  This  legacy  shall 

not 
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IS 34.  not  lapse  by  predecease  of  the  legatee.*'  The  legacy 
must  be  given  over  to  another  in  that  event,  in  order 
'p,'  ^''  to  prevent  its  falling  into  the  residue ;  the  intent,  with- 
M'Debmott.  Qy^  gygi^  designation  of  a  substitute,  being  indeed 
indicated,  but  not,  for  legal  purposes,  sufficiendy  ex- 
pressed to  admit  of  its  being  carried  into  effect.  And  here 
it  may  be  said,  that  no  distinct  substitution  is  made,  in- 
asmuch as  the  word  ^*  heirs "  is  of  ambiguous  import 
when  applied  to  a  legacy.  But  there  is  really  nothing 
in  this  objection ;  for  the  sense  in  which  this  word  shall 
loe  taken,  when  applied  to  personalty,  is  fixed  by  many 
decisions.  It  designates  the  heir  of  the  personalty,  that 
is,  the  next  of  kin.  So  Lord  Alvanlet^  held  in  Hoi' 
laway  v.  HMcmay  (a),  though  the  point  was  not  neces- 
sary to  be  decided ;  in  Lowndes  v.  Stone  (i),  the  Court 
held  that  a  gift  of  the  residue  to  the  testatoi-*s  **  next  of 
kin  or  heir  at  law ''  carried  it  to  the  next  of  kin ;  and 
in  Vaux  v.  Henderson  (c),  a  gift  of  200/.  to  ^.,  and  if  he 
died  before  the  testator,  then  to  his  heirs,  was  held  by 
Sir  William  Grant  a  gift  to  the  next  of  kin. 

I  have,  therefore,  no  doubt  that  the  words  provide 
with  sufficient  distinctness  a  substitute  for  the  legatee, 
if  it  be  admitted  that  the  event  of  her  predecease  ap- 
pears to  have  been  in  the  testator's  contemplation ;  and 
I  have  already  shewn  it  to  be  so  upon  the  reasonable 
construction  of  the  words. 

The  authorities  will  be  found  to  support  this  con- 
45truction.  Corbyn  v.  French  (d),  decided  by  Lord  Al^ 
vankt/f  has  been  relied  on  in  argument,  and  is  a  case  of 
great  and  recognised  authority ;  but  it  does  not  touch  or 
even  come  near  the  present  question.     It  was  a  gift  of 

the 

(a)  5  Vet,  399.  (c)  iJ.^W.  388.  n. 

(3)  4F;r*.649  (d)  4f^«.418. 
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the  residue  to  the  widow  for  her  life,  and  at  her  death  1834. 
part  of  it  to  JS.,  or  to  her  proper  representative  if  B. 
should  not  be  living  at  the  widow's  death ;  and  other 
equal  parts  of  it  to  C.  and  Z).  or  their  representatives  or  M'Debmom. 
representative ;  and  C.  having  died  in  the  testator's  life* 
time,  the  question  was,  if  his  share  lapsed.  :  Lord  Al^ 
vanley  held,  and  most  soundly  held,  that  the  substitution 
of  the  representatives  was  only  intended  to  meet  the  same 
event  in  respect  of  C's  and  D.'s  shares  as  in  respect  of 
BJs;  namely,  their  severally  predeceasing,  not  the  tes- 
tator himself,  but  his  widow ;  and  be  decided  the  legacy 
of  C.  to  be  lapsed.  Can  it  be  pretended  that  the  same 
decision  would  have  been  given  had  the  gifts  been  to 
B.f  C,  and  D.  respectively,  without  any  previous,  life  in- 
terest to  the  widow,  and  without  any  reference  either  to 
her  decease  or  to  their  surviving  her  ?  Clearly  not;  the 
only  grounds  of  the  judgment  would  then  have  alto- 
gether fiuled. 

The  principle  which  ruled  the  case  of  l^atees  of  the 
carpus  predeceasing  one  who  took  a  life  interest  in  the 
first  instance,  has  been  applied  to  the  case  of  legatees 
dying  before  the  term  of  payment,  when  that  was  a 
given  time  fixed  by  the  will,  and  when  the  substitution 
was  made  with  a  reference  to  the  first  taker's  dying  before 
that  time.  This  was  decided  in  Tidwell  v.  Ariel  (n),  by 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  that  case  the  testator  gave  a  legacy  to  his  daughter 
A.  among  several  other  legacies  to  different  persons 
named  in  his  will,  all  which  legacies  he  directed  to  be 
paid  by  his  trustees  one  year  after  his  death,  '^  or  to 
their  several  and  respective  heirs;"  and  A.  having  pre- 
deceased the  testator,  his  Honor  decided  that  her  legacy 

was 
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1 834.  was  lapsed.  The  decision  is  Important,  first,  because  it 
shews  that  the  word  ^*  heirs ''  being  used,  did  not  raise 
any  doubt  as  to  the  party  substituted,  its  meaning  being 
M'Dbbmott.  suffici«itly  definite;  and,  secondly,  because  his  Honor 
clearly  intimates  how  he  would  have  determined  the 
question  of  lapse,  had  the  substitution  referred  to  the 
legatee's  dying,  not  before  the  time  of  pajrment  arrivod, 
but  before  the  testator  died.  It  had  been  contended 
that  the  substitution  was  inconsistent  with  a  pure  per- 
sonal gift  to  the  legatee,  and  must  be  taken  as  carrying 
the  legacy  to  AJs  representative  on  his  decease.  His 
Honor  said,  ^  If  the  direction  had  been,  that  the  lega- 
cies should,  at  the  testator's  death,  be  paid  to  the  lega- 
tees, or  their  respective  heirs,  the  inconsistency  con- 
tended for  would  have  existed;"  that  is,  such  a  gifi; 
would  have  prevented  a  lapse,  and  entided  the  l^atee's 
next  of  kin.  Now  the  case  thus  supposed  by  his  Honor 
is  precisely  and  in  terms  the  case  before  the  Court 

Another  case,  which  came  before  the  Vioe-Chancellor 
in  1829(a),  received  much  discussion,  and  the  opinion 
delivered  by  his  Honor  plainly  shews  that,  had  the 
ji)equest  been  to  ^.  or  to  his  heirs,  the  gift  over  would 
have  precluded  a  lapse.  That  was  a  gift  **  to  A.  or  to 
his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,"  which 
was  jusdy  held  to  be  void  for  uncertainty,  A,  having 
predeceased  the  testator;  because  it  was  said  that 
**  assigns"  meant  some  persons  to  be  designated  by  the 
legatee,  while  **  heirs  "  meant  those  who  derived  no 
title  from  him ;  and  executors  and  administrators  were 
added  to  the  others,  so  that  the  whole  was  held  quite 
uncertain,  and  a  lapse  was  inevitaUe.  The  Vice  Chan- 
cellor throughout  held,  that  to  such  words  he  could  not 
'   give  the  sense  of  next  of  kin,  because  no  case  authorised 

him 
(a)  IVaiU  V.  Tempter,  S  Sim.  5S4. 
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him  to  do  so,  though  he  distinctly  admitted  that  1834. 
"  heirs  "  alone  had  received  this  sense  by  judicial  de-  oitti  o 
termination ;  and  no  one  can  carefully  read  the  judgment  v. 

given  by  his  Honor,  without  coming  to  the  conclusion 
that,  had  the  gift  been  to  <^  A.  or  his  heirs,"  the  decision 
would  have  been  the  other  way. 

The  second  point  is  not  so  free  from  difficulty.  It 
must  be  admitted  that  the  expression  **  to  A.  and  Bm 
or  their  heirs,"  denotes  distinctly  and  according  to  its 
natural  import  the  alternative  of  A.  and  B.  not  surviving 
to  take,  and  provides  for  that  eveuL  The  words  '*  to 
A.  and  B.  and  upon  their  death  to  their  heirs,"  are  &r  from 
carrying  the  same  alternative  sense  if  they  stand  alone* 
On  the  contrary,  they  rather  seem  to  point  at  succession 
than  at  substitution ;  rather  look  like  a  gift  to  A.  and  B. 
durmg  their  lives,  and  after  their  decease  respectively  to 
their  heirs.  The  use  of  the  conjunctive  **and  "  seems 
to  point  that  way,  but  still  more  when  it  is  followed  by 
the  words  **  upon  then:  death,"  which  seem  to  be  syno- 
nymous with  **  at  their  death,"  and  not  with  '*  in  case  of 
their  death,"  which  would  denote  predecease.  But  if 
such  be  the  construction  of  the  gift,  that  is,  if  it  be  to 
the  legatees  for  life,  and  after  their  decease  to  their  heirs, 
it  carries  the  whole  interest  to  the  legatees,  and  makes 
a  lapse  on  their  predecease.  That  such  would  be  the 
true  construction  of  the  bequest  of  this  residue  in  the 
general  oase^  and  if  it  stood  alone,  I  can  have  little 
doubt,  though  I  am  not  aware  of  any  decision  exactly 
in  point  But  we  must  look  here  to  the  whole  instru- 
ment, examine  the  other  parts  as  well  as  the  clause  in 
question,  and  attend  also  to  the  whole  of  that  clause  as 
well  as  to  the  particular  words  of  limitation. 

The  testator  is  giving  the  residue  to  his  two  sisters  in 
equal  shares;  and  it  seems  much  more  likely  that  he 

should 
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1834.  should  have  intended  to  give  the  children  of  Sarah  Git^ 
tings  their  mother's  share  in  case  they  survived  him  and 
she  predeceased  him,  as  he  seems  to  have  provided  for 
M'Dermott.  all  his  other  nephews  and  nieces,  and  had  left  nothing  to 
Sarah  Gittings*  family.  Moreover  nothing  is  said  directly 
of  the  gift  to  the  two  sisters  for  life;  the  residue  is  given 
to  them  in  terms  which  would  carry  the  corpus^  unless 
controlled  by  the  words  that  follow— ^^^  and  upon  their 
deaths."  But,  chiefly,  it  is  necessary  to  regard  the  other 
provisions  of  the  will,  the  general  scheme  of  it,  and 
the  manner  in  which  the  testator  had  previously  taken 
precautions  to  prevent  all  lapse.  He  gives  legacies  to 
the  children  of  his  sister  Elizabeth  Wall,  so  as  to  pre- 
vent a  lapse  by  their  predeceasing  himself,  in  the  way  I 
have  already  shewn.  It  appears  improbable  that, 
having  thus  confined  those  children  to  100/.  or  2002. 
each,  he  should  afterwards  allow  the  bulk  of  bis  fortune 
to  go  amongst  them  equally  with  the  representatives  of 
his  most  favoured  sisters ;  and  it  seems  still  more  im- 
probable, that  he  should  have  taken  effectual  care  to 
prevent  a  lapse  of  the  small  stock  legacies  given  to  the 
JVaUSf  and  taken  no  care  at  all  to  prevent  a  lapse  of  the 
whole  remainder  by  the  predecease  of  his  sisters. 

This  consideration  makes  it  quite  impossible  to  doubt 
that  the  testator,  when  he  used  the  words  in  giving  the 
residue  ^^  upon  their  deaths  respectively  to  their  heirs," 
intended  the  same  thing  as  when,  in  giving  the  stock 
legacies,  he  had  made  use  of  the  words  *^  or  to  their 
heirs." 

It  is  quite  true,  that  the  expression  *^  upon  their 
deaths,"  has  never  in  any  case  been  construed  as  equi- 
valent to  "  if  they  die,"  or  "  in  case  of  their  deaths," 
and  I  by  no  means  intend  to  state  that  it  is  equivalent 
to  those  expressions.     I  have  indeed  said  that,  if  these 

words 
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words  had  stood  alone.  I  could  not  have  considered  them        1834. 
as  denoting  predecease ;  nevertheless  it  must  be  admitted      Gittinos 
that  the  phrase  has  no  meaning  at  all,  if  it  is  taken  as  «- 

implying  limitation  and  not  substitution,  for  no  one  can 
take  what  has  been  given  to  another,  until  the  death  of 
that  other,  and  while  any  legatee  exists,  no  one  can  be 
his  heir.  It  may  be  further  observed,  that  giving  to 
A.^  and  on  his  death  to  his  heirs,  refers  to  two  things 
which  must  take  place  without  any  such  provision,  the 
death  of  A.;  and  his  heirs  taking  after  him,  that  is,  the 
property  going  to  those  to  whom  the  law  gives  it ;  so 
that  it  is  only  saying,  *'  let  those  take  it  who  may  be 
entitled  to  take  it."  But  I  must  again  observe,  that  my 
opinion  as  to  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  words 
in  question  rests  not  upon  the  words  taken  by  them- 
selves, but  upon  the  whole  context,  and  the  preceding 
parts  of  the  will.  The  current  of  authority  upon  ana- 
logous cases,  there  being  none  upon  the  expressions 
here  employed,  would  certainly  lead  to  the  conclusion, 
that  if  the  gift  stood  alone,  a  lapse  could  not  easily  be 
prevented;  and  my  opinion  is  formed  upon  the  pre- 
ceding argument,  by  which  I  have,  I  apprehend,  shewn 
that  the  true  construction  of  the  foregoing  gifts  to  the 
Walls  precludes  a  lapse  as  to  those  legacies,  and  that 
there  arises  from  thence  an  inference  not  to  be  avoided 
or  resisted,  that  the  words  employed  touching  the  re- 
sidue must  be  taken  in  a  like  sense. 


Vol.  II. 


82  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1893. 


Rolls. 

jva..  u.  ELMSLEY  v.  YOUNG. 

Dec.  2. 

Where,  on  ^    T|Y  an   indenture,   dated   the   17th   of  JWv   1813, 

the  failure  of    JtSj,.^^.     ,ct^/ 

a  particular      "^  and  made  between  Peter  Elmsl^  of  the  first  part, 

fll^i^tJ''^  ^Ife^flmf^r  Elmdey,  his  brother,  of  the  second  part, 
mainders  oyer,  and  John  Adolpfius  Young  and  Walter  Young  of  the 
ationlba  the^*"  third  part,  reciting,  among  other  things,  that  the  said 
deed  was  to  Peter  Elmstey^  conceiving  it  to  have  been  the  in  ten- 
such  persons     ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  uncle  Peter  Elmsley  Esq.,  deceased,  to  have 

as  he  should     made  some  provision  for  the  said  Alexander  Elmsleu 

appoint,  and 

in  default  of     over  and  beyond  what  was  specified  in  the  will  of  his 

■PPgnient,    g^jj  ^^,^1^^  ^ad  proposed  to  settle  the  sum  of  2500/. 

son  or  persons  S  per  cent,  bank  annuities  upon  the  said  Alexander 

the^tinie  of       Blmdey  and  his  issue  in  manner  thereinafter  mentioned; 

his  death  be     it  was  witnessed  that  the  said  Peter  Elmsky  assigned 

kin;  and  the     ^"^  ^^  ^^^^  *^^'^  Adolphus  Young  and  Walter  Yomig^ 

settlor  died       jhej|.  executors,  administrators,  and  assififns,  the  said 

before  the  .  _  .      ,  .  . 

tenant  for  life,  sum  of  2500/.  S  per  cent,  bank  annuities,  upon  trust  to 

without  hav-     p^y  ^j^^   interest  and  dividends   thereof   to  the  said 

ing  made  any     ^  ^ 

appointment;    Alexander  Elmsley  and  his  assigns  during  his  life,  and 

life^ho'waT  °^^^  ^'^^  decease  upon  trust  to  pay,  assign,  and  transfer 

one  of  the  the  same  unto  and  among  the  child  or  children  of  the 

of  kin,  was  ^^^^  Alexander  Elmdey^  by  any  woman  with  whom  he 

^*^^  ^A^  ^  might  at  any  time   thereafter   intermarry   in   manner 

thebeneEtan-  therein  expressed:   but  in  case   there  should  not  be 

character^*'  any  child  of  the  said  Alexander  Elmsley  by  any  woman 

The  words  with  whom  he  might  intermarry  as  aforesaid,  who  being 

]iin,^'^u8ed  *  ^^^  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or 

timpHcUer^  being  a  daughter  should  attain  that  age  or  marry,  then 

explanatory  the  said  John  Adolphus  Young  and  Walter  Youngs  and 

context,  must  ^j^g  survivor  of  them,  his  executors,  administrators,  and 

mean  next  of  assigns,  should  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease 

S°the^2Sf  ^f  *«  »"^  Alexander  Elmdey,  and  such  failure  of  issue 

ofdlstribu-  as 
tions. 
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as  aforesaid,  stand  and  be  possessed  of  and  interest^  in 
the  said  sum  of  2500/.  S  per  cent,  bank  annuities,  upoot 
trust  to  pay,  transfer,  and  assign  the  same  unto  tlie  said 
Peter  Elmdey^  party  thereto,  id  ca^e  he  should  be  then 
living,  and  in  case  the  said  Peter  Plmdey  should  not  be 
then  living,  then  unto  such  person  or  persons,  and  to 
and  for  such  ends,  intentSy  and  purposes,  as  he  the  said 
Pder  Elmdeyj  at  any  time  or  times  during  his  natural 
life,  by  any  deed  or  writing  to  be  by  him  sealed  and 
delivered  in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by  two  or  more 
credible  witnesses,  or  by  his  last  will  and  testament  in 
writing,  or  any  codicil  thereto,  should  direct  or  appoint; 
and  in  default  of  such  direction  or  appointment,  upon 
trust  to  pay,  transfer,  and  assign  the  said  sum  of  2500/. 
3  per  cent,  bank  annuities  to  such  person  or  persons  as 
should  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  the  said  Peter 
Elmdey  be  the  next  of  kin  of  him  the  said  Peter  Elms- 
ky^  and  tjo  and  for  no  other  use,  trust,  intent,  or  pur- 
pose whatsoever. 

Peter  Elmdey  died  on  the  8th  oi  March  1825,  without 
having  made  any  appointment,  leaving  his  brother 
Alexander  Elmsley  and  a  nephew  and  two  nieces,  chil- 
dren of  John  Elmsleya  deceased  brother,  surviving  him. 
Alexander  Elmsley  died  on  the  4th  of  August  18S1, 
unmarried,  and  without  issue.  The  bill  was  filed  by  the 
nephew  and  nieces  of  the  settlor  against  the  surviving 
trustee  of  the  settlement  and  the  personal  representatives 
of  Alexander  Elmdey, 

Two  questions  were  made  in  the  cause;  first,  whether 
the  limitation  over  was,  in  the  events  which  had 
happened,  a  limitation  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  settlor, 
exclusive  of  Alexander  Elmslq/ s  and,  secondly,  whether, 
if  Alexander  Elmdey  were  not  excluded,  he  was  entitled 
to  the  whole  as  nearest  of  kin,  or  to  a  moiety  as  one  of 

6  2  the 
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18SS.       the  next  of  kiD,  the  representatives  of  the  deceased 
brother  being  entided^p^  stirpes  to  the  other  moiety. 

Mn  Bickersteth  and  Mr.  Campbell^  for  the  PlaintiflTs. 

The  limitation  to  the  next  of  kin  is  to  take  effect  in 
the  events  of  the  death  of  Alexander  Elmdey  without 
issue,  and  no  appointment  by  the  settlor.  These  events 
have  happened ;  and  it  is  plain  that  Alexander  himself 
could  not  be  intended  to  take  or  participate  in  the  gift  to 
the  next  of  kin.  Bird  v.  Wood  {a)  is  a  case  very  similar 
in  its  circumstances  to  the  present  There  the  testatrix 
bequeathed  a  fund  to  her  daughter  for  life,  and,  after 
her  decease,  to  such  persons  as  she  should  appoint,  and, 
in  default  of  appointment,  to  the  testatrix's  own  next  of 
kin  according  to  the  statute  of  distributions ;  and,  the 
daughter  having  died  without  children,  and  without 
having  made  any  appointment,  it  was  held  that  the 
testatrix's  next  of  kin,  exclusive  of  the  daughter,  were 
entitled  to  the  fund.  So  in  Jones  v.  Cdbeck{b)  the 
testator's  daughter,  the  tenant  for  life,  was  held  not  to 
be  included  in  the  expression  ^<  nearest  relations,"  to 
whom  the  fund  was  given  in  the  event  of  the  death*  of 
the  daughter  without  children.  Briden  v.  Hewleii{c) 
is  an  authority  to  the  same  effect.  If,  however,  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  Alexander  Elmsley  is 
not  excluded  under  this  settlement,  then,  as  the  words 
<'  next  of  kin  "  are  used  simpliciter  without  any  expla- 
natory context,  they  must,  according  to  the  recent  de- 
cision in  Hinckley  v.  Maclarens  {d)y  be  taken  to  mean 
next  of  kin  according  to  the  statute  of  distributions. 
The  representatives  of  Alexander  Elmsley  will,  conse- 
quently, be  entitled  to  one  moiety  of  the  fund,  and  the 

nephew 

(a)  2  Sim,  4r  Stu.  400.  (c)  p.  90.  in/rit. 

ib)  8  Vci.  3S,  id)  I  Mjflne  ^  Keen,  S7. 
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nephew  and  nieces  of  the  deceased  brotbef  to  the  other 
moiety. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  L/watj  for  the  personal  repre- 
sentative and  residuary  legatee  of  Alexander  Elmsky. 

The  first  question  raised  is,  whether  Alexander  Elms- 
leyj  or  those  who  represent  him,  have,  in  the  events  which 
have  happened,  any  claim  at  all;  the  next,  whether, 
supposing  him  not  to  be  excluded,  his  interest  extends 
to  the  whole  or  only  to  a  moiety  of  the  settled  fund. 
To  support  the  construction  contended  for  on  the 
other  side,  there  must  be  added  to  the  words  **  next 
of  kin,"  the  words  "  exclusive  of  my  brother  Alex- 
ander.** Without  this  interpolation  Alexander  Elmsley 
clearly  answers  the  description  of  "  next  of  kin,"  and 
was  entitled  either  to  the  whole,  as  the  nearest  in 
blood  to  the  settlor,  or  to  a  moiety  of  the  fund  as  one 
of  the  next  of  kin  under  the  statute  of  distributions. 
In  general,  the  tenant  for  life  under  a  will  or  deed 
is  not  excluded  from  taking  or  transmitting  to  his 
representatives  a  larger  interest,  as  answering  the  de- 
scription of  the  person  or  of  one  of  the  persons  to 
whom  the  fund  is  given  over.  Thus,  in  Holloway  v. 
HoHoway  {a)  the  testator's  daughter,  the  tenant  for  life 
of  the  whole  fund,  was  held  to  be  entitled,  with  her 
two  sisters,  to  a  share  of  the  fund  which  was  given  over 
to  the  testator's  heirs  at  law.  In  Doe  dem.  Gamer  v. 
LaxDson  {b)  the  testator  devised  real  estate  to  his  nephew 
for  life,  and  after  his  decease  to  such  person  or  persons 
as  should  appear  and  could  be  proved  to  be  his  next  of 
kin,  in  such  proportions  as  they  would,  by  virtue  of  the 
statute  of  distributions,  have  been  entitled  to  his  personal 
estate,  if  he  had  died  intestate.  Upon  this  singular 
limitation  the  Court  held  that  the  next  of  kin  nt  the 

time 
id)  S  Vet.  399  {b)  3  Mail,  278. 

G  S 


18SS. 


89  CASBS  IN  CHANCERY. 

Ume  of  the  testator^s  death  were  entitled,  though  the 
nephew,  to  whom  a  prior  estate  for  life  had  been  giveot 
was  one  of  them.  All  the  cases  in  which  the  tenant 
for  life  has  been  excluded,  tyrn  apon  special  circum* 
stanoes,  which  do  not  apply  tQ  thfs  present  case.  In 
Jones  v.  Ckibeck  (a),  Sir  fVilliam  Grant  was  of  opinion 
that  the  testator  could  not  have  intended  to  include  his 
only  daughter  in  the  term  ^  relations,"  and  upon  that 
ground  the  daughter  was  held  to  be  excluded.  In 
Bird  v.  Wood{b)  there  is  a  special  circumstance,  which  b 
not  noticed  in  the  report  of  that  case,  and  which  would 
seem  to  have  been  the  ground  of  your  Honor's  decision. 
The  bequest  over  in  that  case  is  to  the  testatrix's  own 
next  of  kin,  accordmg  to  the  statute  of  distributions, 
'*  to  be  considered  as  a  vested  interest  from  the  time  of 
the  testatrix's  death,  except  as  to  any  child  that  might 
be  afterwards  bom  of  her  daughter."  It  follows  from 
this  direction,  that  the  testatrix  intended  the  grand- 
children to  take  a  vested  interest  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
daughter ;  and  as  the  grandchildren  could  only  take  as 
next  of  kin,  properly  so  called,  by  representation,  the 
testatrix  must  have  intended  next  of  kin  exclusive  of 
the  daughter.  The  daughter  must  necessarily  be  ex- 
cluded before  the  grandchildren  could  come  in;  and 
this  was  no  doubt  the  ground  of  your  Honor's  de- 
cision. 

1{  Alexander  ElmsleT/^  then,  be  not  excluded,  the  next 
question  is,  whether  he  was  not  entitled  to  the  whole 
of  the  fund,  as  the  nearest  in  blood  to  the  settlor4  It 
is  true  that  in  Phillips  v.  Garth  (c)  the  words  "  next 
of  kin,"  without  more,  were  held  to  mean  next  of  kin 
according  to  the  statute  of  distributions ;  but  the  de- 
cision in  that  case  has  been  successively  disapproved  of 

by 

(a)  8  Ves.  36.  (e)  5  Bro,  C.  C  64. 
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by  Lord  Hiurlaw^  Lord  Eldon^  and  Sir  WiUiam  Grants  18SS. 
and  it  was  expressly  over*ruled  by  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  in 
Brandon  v.  Brandon. {a)  In  Smithy.  Campbell {b)  Sir 
William  Grant  expresses  his  opinion  upon  this  point  in 
the  following  language :  —  ^*  Even  if  the  words  were 
*  next  of  kin/  yet,  if  there  was  nothing  to  shew  that 
the  testator  had  reference  to  the  statute  of  distributions^ 
or  to  a  division  as  in  the  case  of  intestacy,  the  in- 
clination of  my  opinion  would  be,  that  the  nearest  in 
kindred  only  are  entitled,  and  that  brothers  and  sisters 
would  exclude  nephews  and  nieces  from  participating 
in  such  a  bequest  I  know  the  contrary  was  deter- 
mined by  Mr.  Justice  BuU^  in  Phillips  v.  Garth^  who 
held,  that  under  the  words  <  next  of  kin,'  two  surviving 
brothers  were  not  alone  entitled,  but  nephews  and 
nieces  were  to  come  in  with  them.  That  case  came 
before  Lord  Thurlaoo^  but  not  upon  that  point,  the 
brothers  not  appealing  from  Mr.  Justice  Bulla's  de- 
cision; but  the  inclination  of  Lord  ThurUmfs  opinion 
was  so  strong  against  that  of  Mr.  Justice  Buller^  that 
his  Lordship  directed  the  cause  to  stand  over,  that  the 
brothers  might  have  an  opportunity  of  applying  to  re- 
hear the  cause.  It  was  however  compromised,  and 
there  was  no  decision  of  that  point.  In  the  case  of 
Garrick  v.  Lord  Camden  (c).  Lord  Eldon^  referring  to 
Lord  ThurknD*8  doubt,  states  his  own  also,  with  regard 
to  tliat  decision  of  Mr.  Justice  Buller." 

Mr.  EUisonj  for  the  surviving  trustee  of  the  setde- 
ment. 

Mr.  Bickerstethj  in  reply. 

The 

(a)  3  5icM»i«<.319.  (c)  14  Km.  572. 

{h)  19  Veu  400.     S.  C.  Coop. 
275. 
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The  Master  qf  the  Rolls. 

The  words  "next  of  kin,**  must  be  taken  to  mean 
next  of  kin  according  to  the  statute  of  distributions* 
Upon  the  other  point  my  present  opinion  is,  that  if 
there  be  a  gift  to  a  tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his 
children,  remainder,  if  he  hare  no  children,  to  the  next 
of  kin  at  the  testator's  death,  and  the  tenant  for  life 
happen  to  be  one  of  those  next  of  kin,  he  is  not  ex- 
cluded from  taking  in  that  character.  The  mere  circum- 
stance of  a  partial  interest  being  given  to  a  particular 
person  does  not  exclude  such  person  from  the  benefit  of 
a  larger  or  other  Interest  given  to  him  under  another 
description,  t  shall,  however,  look  into  the  authorities 
before  I  finally  decide  this  point 


Dec.2.            This  day  his  Honor  delivered  the  following  judg- 
ment 2 

In  cases  of  this  nature  the  inquiry  necessarily  is, 
whether  the  next  of  kin,  who  are  to  take  upon  the 
failure  of  a  particular  girt  to  one  for  life  with  remainder 
over,  are  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  or  settlor  living 
at  his  death,  or  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  of  settlor 
living  at  the  death  of  the  tenant  of  the  particular  estate* 
If  the  persons  who  are  to  answer  that  description  are 
to  be  the  next  of  kin  at  the  death  of  the  testator  or 
settlor,  and  the  tenant  of  the  particular  estate  be  then 
living,  and  be  himself  one  of  the  next  of  kin  at  that 
period,  he  cannot  be  excluded  from  the  benefit  which  ig 
annexed  to  that  character.  If  the  next  of  kin,  who  are 
to  take  upon  failure  of  the  gifl  to  the  particular  legatee 
or  donee,  are  meant  to  be  the  next  of  kin  living  at 
the  death  of  the  legatee  or  donee,  it  is  plain  that  such 
legatee  or  donee  could  not  be  intended  to  be  included 
under  that  description. 

This 
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This  is  the  principle  adopted  in  the  case  of  Holhway  1833. 
V.  Hcllaaxiy  and  Jones  v.  CotbecJc^  although  the  decision 
in  Hoilaway  v.  Holladjay  is  in  other  respects  question- 
able.  In  the  case  of  Bird  v.  Wood,  which  was  before 
me,  the  report  is  too  short;  the  circumstance  which 
governed  the  decision  in  that  case,  which  has  been  re-* 
ferred  to  at  the  bar,  although  noticed  in  the  statement 
of  that  case,  is  omitted  in  the  report  of  the  judgment* 
In  the  case  of  Briden  v.  Hewlett  (a),  which  was  subse- 
quently before  me,  the  testator  gave  all  his  property  to 
his  mother  for  the  term  of  her  life,  with  power  to 
appoint  the  same  at  her  death,  and  in  case  she  should 
make  no  appointment,  then  **to  such  persons  who 
would  be  entitled  to  the  same  by  virtue  of  the  statute  of 
distributions."  The  mother  survived  the  testator,  and 
died  without  having  made  any  appointment,  and  upon 
the  original  hearing  of  the  cause  I  referred  it  to  the 
Master  to  inquire  who,  by  virtue  of  the  statute  of  dis* 
tributioDS,  were  entitled  to  take  at  the  death  of  the 
testator,  and  who,  according  to  that  statute,  were  entitled 
to  take  at  the  death  of  the  mother ;  and  upon  the  hearing 
of  the  cause  on  further  directions,  I  held  that  the 
persons  to  take  were  those  who,  by  virtue  of  the  statute 
of  distributions,  would  be  entitled  at  the  death  of  the 
mother,  the  term  vootdd  used  by  the  testator  being 
future,  and  it  being  evident  that  it  could  not  be  intended 
that  the  mother  should  take  under  that  description. 

In  this  case  Alexander  Etmsley^  having  survived  Peter 
Elmsley^  and  being  one  of  the  next  of  kin  at  the  death 
of  Peter  Elmslef/,  according  to  the  unequivocal  ex* 
pression  in  the  deed,  I  am  of  opinion  that  he  cannot  be 
excluded  from  the  benefit  which  then  devolved  upon 
him  in  that  character.     As  to  the  effect  of  the  expression 

«  next 

(a)  p.  90*  if{frii. 
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1838.  **next  of  kin,*'  I  had  occasion  fiiUy  to  examtoe  that 
point  in  Hinckley  v.  Madarens{a)i  and  I  continue  of  the 
opinion  then  expressed,  that  where  the  words  "  next  of 
kin'*  are  used  simpliciter  and  without  expknatory 
context,  they  are  to  be  understood  as  next  of  kin  accord- 
to  the  statute  of  distribuUons. 

(a)  1  Mylne  4*  Keen^  27. 


RoLU. 

1831. 
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BRIDEN  i;-  HEWLETT. 


A  testator  f'i^HE  will  of  William  Bingham  contained  the  follow* 
^nal^estatTto  *°8  bequest :  •—  **  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my 

trustees^  upon  friends  WiUiam  Briden  the  elder,  and  fVilliam  Briden 

mf  into^^'^'^  the  younger,  all  my  goods,  chattels,  money  in  the  funds, 

money,  and  personal  estate   and   effects   whatsoever  and  of  what 

same,  and  to  nature  and  kind  soever,  upon  trust,  in  the  first  place,  to 

pay  the  in^       convert  into  money  all  and  such  part  of  my  estate  and 

terest  to  his  ^  r-  j 

mother  for       effects  as  are  not  already  in  money;  and,  in  the  next 

^flber'Ac  d^  place,  to  lay  out  the  same  in  government  or  landed 
cease  of  his  security,  and  to  pay  and  apply  the  interest  thereof  unto 
nve  an  his  W  mother,  the  wife  of  Timothy  HewleUy  during  her 
estate  and  natural  life.  And  I  will  and  direct  that  her  receipt 
person  or  only  be  a  sufficient  discharge  for  the  same,  nor  shall  the 
'h'SdVh***  ^*°^®  ^  subject  to  the  control  or  disposition  of  the 
will  direct  and  present  or  any  future  husband  of  my  said  mother.  And 
?n  case^his"*^^  *^*^^  ^^^  decease  of  my  said  mother,  I  give  and  be- 
said  mother  queath  all  my  goods,  chattels,  estate,  and  effects  unto 
wiUiout  a  will  *"^^  person  or  persons  as  my  said  mother  shall  by  her 
then  to  such  will 

person  or  per^ 
sons  as  would 

be  entitled  to  the  same  b^  virtue  of  the  statute  of  distributions.  The  mother  sur- 
vived the  testator,  and  died  intestate :  Held,  that  the  testator's  next  of  kin  at  the 
death  of  the  mother  were  entitled  to  the  bequest. 
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will  direct  and  appoint;  and  in  case  my  said  tnotlier       18S1. 
shall  die  without  a  will,  then  to  such  person  or  persons 
as  would  be  entitled  to  the  same  by  virtue  of  the  statute 
of  distributions." 

The  testator  died,  leading  Jane  HewUity  his  mother* 
his  sole  next  of  kin,  who  died  intestate.  The  children 
of  Jane  Hewletfs  brother  were  the  testator's  next  of 
kin  at  the  death  of  Jane  Hewkitg  and  the  same  children 
would  have  been  his  next  pf  kin  if  Jane  HeuJeil  had 
been  then  dead.  The  question  in  the  cqu^  was,  whe* 
ther  the  testator's  personal  estate  belonged  to  Timoify 
Hetclettt  as  the  husband  and* personal  representative  of 
the  testator's  next  of  kin  at  his  death,  or  to  the  children 
of  Jane  Hewlei^s  brother. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Notion^  for  the  personal  re^ 
presentative  of  Jane  Hewlett,  contended,  that  the  tes^ 
tator's  mother  was  entitled  as  next  of  kin  at  the  death 
of  the  testator,  and  that  the  partial  interest,  which  she 
took  under  the  will  as  tenant  for  life  with  a  power  of 
appointment,  could  not  exclude  her  from  the  interest 
which  accrued  to  her  as  answering  the  description  of 
the  testator's  next  of  kin.  Upon  this  principle  it  was 
decided  in  HoUaaocnf  v.  HdUamay  (a),  that  a  testator's 
daughter,  who  had  an  interest  for  life  in  the  whole  fund, 
was  entitled  to  share  with  his  other  daughters  in  the 
residue  of  that  fund  bequeathed  in  trust  for  such  person 
or  persons  as  should  be  his  heir  or  heirs.  This  prin* 
ciple  was  recognised  by  Sir  William  Grant  in  Jones  v« 
CMeck  (i),  and  followed  in  Doe  dem.  Gamer  v.  Law» 
son  {c\  where  the  tenant  for  life,  a  nephew  of  the  testa- 
tor, was  held  to  be  entitled  to  a  share  of  real  estate 
devised  in  remainder  to  such  persons  as  would  have 

taken 

(«}  5  rM.399.  (&)  S  Vei,  38.  (c)  5  E(ut,%19. 
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1831.        taken  it  if  it  had  been  personal  estate^  and  the  testator 
had  died  intestate. 

Mr,  Bidcersteth  and  Mr.  Barber^  for  the  next  of  kin 
at  the  death  of  Jane  Hewlett^  insisted  that  the  testator's 
mother  was  plainly  excluded  by  the  language  of  this 
will  in  the  event  of  her  dying  intestate ;  and  they  relied 
upon  Bird  v.  JVood.  (a)  In  that  case  the  bequest  was  to 
the  testatrix's  daughter  for  life,  and  after  her  death  as 
she  should  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment  to 
the  testatrix's  next  of  kin,  to  be  considered  as  a  vested 
interest  from  the  testatrix's  death,  except  as  to  any  child 
afterwards  born  of  her  daughter ;  and  it  was  held,  the 
daughter  having  died  without  having  had  a  child,  and 
without  making  any  appointment,  that  the  persons  who 
would  have  been  next  of  kin  at  the  tesUtrix's  deatli,  if 
her  daughter  had  been  dead  without  issue,  were  en- 
titled. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  impossible  to  contend  that  this  testator  meant  to 
give  the  property  in  question  absolutely  and  entirely  to 
his  mother,  because  he  gives  it  to  her  for  life,  with  a 
power  of  appointment.     In  case  of  her  death  without  a 
will,  the  testator  gives  his  property  to  such  person  or 
persons  as  vxndd  be  entitled  to  it  by  virtue  of  the  statute 
of  distributions.     Entitled  at  what  time  ?  the  word  would 
imports  that  the  testator  intended  his  next  of  kin  at  the 
death  of  his  mother.     It  is  clear  that  he  meant  to  ex- 
clude his  mother  from  the  class  who  were  to  take  in  the 
event  of  her  intestacy ;  and  no  question  can,  in  this  case, 
be  raised  between  the  next  of  kin,   exclusive  of  the 
mother,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testator,  and 
the  next  of  kin  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  mother ; 
for  these  are  here  the  same  persons. 

(a)  H  Sim.  ($-  Stu,  400. 
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Rolls. 
MANBRIDGE  v.  PLUMMER.  isw. 

Nov.  14. 

JOHN  FRAIN,  by  his  will,  dated  the  28th  of  No-  A  testator 
vember  1810,  duly  executed  to  pass  freehold  estates  estates  to  his 

by  devise,  irave  and  devised  all  and  every  his  freehold  ^i^p  ^^^  '"f^» 
,     J  1   .        /.  J   and  after  her 

messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  and  decease  to 

real  estate  whatsoever  and  wheresover,  unto  his  wife  5^*^^^  ^1,^ 

Elizabeth  Train  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  only  child  of 

life;  and  from  and  immediately  after  her  decease,  he  diu«ht»'hcr 

gave  and  devised  all  and  every  his  said  freehold  lands,  heirs  and 

tenements,  and  real  estates,   with   the   appurtenances,   f^  (^te'she 

unto  his  grand-daughter  Elizabeth  Horn,  the  only  child  should  die 

of   his   the  said  testator's   daughter  Elizabeth  Horn^  one  without 

deceased,  late  wife  of  Charles  Hom,  and  to  the  heirs  ^^'.  ^^j 

and  assigns  of  his  said  grand-daughter  Elizabeth  Horn  thatthegrand- 

for  ever :  but,  in  case  his  said  grand-daughter  Elizabeth  ^g\hg'^  ^ 

Horn  should  happen  to  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  totor's  sole 

.  ,  ,  heir  at  law, 

years  without  issue,  then  over.  look  at  the 

death  of  the 
r«,  ,.    ,   .       *  ,.»../•    tenant  for  life. 

The  testator  died   m  June  1815,   leaving   his  wite  by  descent, 

Elizabeth  Train,    and    his    grand-daughter    Elizabeth   "^^^^^ 

Hom^  his  sole  heir  at  law,  surviving  him.     Elizabeth 

Frainy  the  widow,  entered  into  possession  of  the  lands, 

and  died  in  December  1824.     Elizabeth  Horn  attained 

her  age  of  twenty-one  years  in  1825,  intermarried  with 

Charles  Hatfield  in   1829,  and  died  without  issue  in 

June  18S0.     The  Plaintiffs  were  the  heirs  of  the  testator 

John  Train,  and  also  the  heirs  ex  parte  matemd  of  Eliza^ 

heth  Haffield,  and  they  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the 

lands  in  question  by  descent  on  the  death  of  Elizabeth 

Hatfield,  the  person  last  seised,  insisting  that  Elizabeth 

Hatfield  took  by  descent,  and  not  by  purchase.     The 

Defendants  were  the  heirs  ex  parte  patemd  of  Elizabeth 

Hatfield, 
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Hatfield^  who  claimed  on  the  groand  that  Elizabeih 
Haifield  took  by  purchase  under  the  will  of  her  grand- 
father. The  husband  of  Elizabeth  Hatfield  had  for- 
feited his  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  by  a  subsequent  in- 
termarriage, the  lands  being  of  gavelkind  tenure. 


Mr.  Fembertofi  and  Mr.  CotAe^  for  the  Plamtifls. 

The  only  point  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  testator^s 
grand-daughter  took  by  descent  or  by  purchase,  and  that 
point  must  now  be  considered  as  settled  by  the  case  of 
Doe  dem.  Pratt  v.  Timins.  {a)  The  principle  established 
by  the  cases  is,  that  if  a  person  is  entitled  to  tlie  same 
quality  of  estate  in  the  two  characters  of  heir  and 
devisee^  he  will  take  by  his  preferable  title  of  descent : 
Counden  v.  Gierke  (i),  Godolphin  v.  Abingdon,  (c)  It 
makes  no  difference  whether  the  devise  be  subject  to  a 
previous  estate  for  life,  or  be  charged  with  the  payment 
of  debts  or  annuities  {Chaplin  v.  Leroux  [d)  \  or  whe- 
ther, as  in  the  present  case,  there  be  an  executory 
devise  over.  In  Hainsaorth  v.  Pretty  {e\  there  was  a 
devise  to  the  eldest  son  in  fee,  upon  condition  that  if  he 
paid  not  certain  specified  legacies  to  the  devisor's  second 
son  and  daughter,  the  land  should  go  to  the  second  son 
and  daughter,  and  their  heirs.  There  the  Court  held, 
that  the  devise  in  fee  to  the  heir,  being  no  more  than 
what  the  law  gives,  was  void;  and  that  the  land  de- 
scended until  the  condition  became  broken,  when  the 
limitation  to  the  younger  children  took  effect.  So,  in 
the  present  case,  the  land  descended ;  and  if  the  grand- 
daughter had  died  under  twenty-one  without  issue,  the 
conditional  limitation,  or  executory  devise,  would  have 
taken  effect.     In  Doe  dem,  Pratt  v.  Timins  the  devise 


was 


(a)  1  B.  4-  Aid.  550. 
{6)  Bob.  29. 
(c)  2  Atk.  57. 


{d)  5  Maule  4*  Selw.  14. 
le)  Cro.  Eliz.  S35.  919. 
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was  to  the  heir  at  law  in  fe%  with  an  executory  derise 
orer  in  case  he  did  not  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one ; 
and  the  Cowrt  held  tliat  the  quality  of  the  estate  which 
he  would  otherwise  ha^  taken  as  heir  was  not  altered, 
and  that  he  took  dierefore  by  descent  and  not  by  pnr- 
chase.  That  case  settled  the  point,  and  must  decide 
Ae  present  question ;  the  devise,  in  fiu:t,  being  precisely 
the  same  in  both  cases* 


ISS8. 


Mr.  Bickersteih  and  Mr.  EUison^  for  the  Defendants. 

There  are  conflicting  decisions  on  this  point,  and  the 
reasons  given  for  these  decisions  cannot  be  easily  re- 
conciled. In  Scott  V.  Scott  (a),  which  is  briefly  reported 
in  Ambler^  and  more  fully  and  accurately  by  Lord 
Henla^  where  the  devise  was,  as  in  the  present  case, 
to  the  testator's  eldest  son,  and,  in  case  he  should  die 
without  issue  before  twenty-one,  over»  Lord  Northing-^ 
ton  held  that  the  eldest  son  took  by  purchase.  It  is 
true  that  the  Court  arrived  at  a  difierent  conclusion  in 
Doedem.  Pratt  v.  Timinss  but  Scott  v.  Scott  yras  not 
expressly  over-ruled  by  that  case,  and  the  soundness  of 
the  decision  in  Doe  denu  Pratt  v.  Timins  has  been 
questioned  by  eminent  conveyancers. 

Mr.  Pemberton  in  reply. 

The  case  of  Scott  v.  Scott  is  not  inconsistent  with  the 
law  upon  this  point,  as  settled  by  Doe  dem»  Pratt  v. 
TiminSf  for  a  reason  which  is  given  in  the  manuscript 
notes  of  Mr.  Serjeant  HiU  (&),  whose  observation  upon 
Scott  V.  Scott  is  as  follows : — "  The  determination  in  this 
case  is  right,  but  the  reason  given  for  it  is  wrong.^'^  Mr. 
Serjeant  Hill  then  examines  the  cases  in  Crokcy  Lord 
Bca/mond^  Hobart^  &c.,  and  shews  that  Lord  Northington 

was 


(a)  Amb.  3S5.    1  Ed.  459.  {h)  AmbL  SSS.  Blunf»  eHu 
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was  mistaken  in  supposing  that,  where  an  executory 
devise  over  followed  a  devise  in  fee  to  the  heir,  the  heir 
took  by  purchase.  But  the  question  in  Scott  v.  Scott 
was  in  reality  a  mere  question  as  to  the  right  of  mar- 
shalling the  assets,  and  that  depended,  not  upon  the 
estate  which  the  heir  took  at  law,  which  for  that  purpose 
was  wholly  immaterial,  but  upon  the  intention  of  the 
testator.  The  legatees  claimed  to  have  the  assets  mar- 
shalled as  against  the  estate  devised  to  the  heir,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  descended  estate,  as  the  heir  took 
by  his  preferable  title.  To  decide  upon  that  claim,  it 
was  only  necessary  to  inquire  whether  the  will  did  not 
shew  an  equal  intention,  on  the  part  of  the  testator,  to 
benefit  the  heir  and  the  legatees.  If  the  will  shewed 
that  the  heir  and  the  legatees  were  equally  objects  of 
the  testator*s  bounty,  the  legatees  could  have  no  right  to 
marshal  the  assets,  and  it  was  wholly  immaterial  what 
might  be  the  legal  effect  of  the  devise  to  the  heir.  To  have 
decided  otherwise  than  as  Lord  Northington  decided  in 
Scott  V.  Scott  would  have  been  to  hold  that  the  heir 
was  placed  in  a  worse  situation  by  the  devise,  than  he 
would  have  been  had  he  not  been  the  express  object  of 
the  testator's  favour.  But  the  legal  effect  of  such  a 
devise,  as  is  elaborately  demonstrated  by  Serjeant  Hill, 
was  mistaken  by  Lord  Northington. 

The  Master  (^  the  Rolls. 

It  has  always  been  the  established  doctrine,  that  a 
charge  upon  an  estate  devised  to  the  heir  does  not  break 
the  descent ;  how,  then,  will  a  condition  operate  ?  The 
charge  partially  affects  the  devise,  the  condition  wholly 
affects  it ;  and  it  being  determined  that  a  charge,  which 
carries  off  a  part,  does  not  break  the  descent,  neither 
does  a  condition,  which  in  a  particular  event  would 
carry  off  the  whole,  break  the  descent 
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PLAYTERS  V.  ABBOTT.  ^^J^ 

I89S. 

THE  wUl'of  Sir  WiUian  John  Flitters,  so  far  as  it  ^^'^** 

applied  to  the  questions  in  the  cause,  was  in  the  tator  proyidef 

following  words :  —  "  First,  I  nominate,  constitute,  and  ■  ^""^  ^Ip*** 

appoint  Framis  Abbott  and  Gardiner  Chapman  executors  fines  on  ad- 

of  this   my   will;    and  I  give  and  devise  to  the  said  ^J^IJJholdl or 

Francis  Abbott  and  Gardiner  Chapman^  their  heirs  and  on  renewals 

assigns,  all  my  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  here-  manner  of 

ditaments,  as  well  freehold  as  copyhold,  or  of  any  other  raising  the 

tenure,  situate,  lying,  and  being  in  the  parishes  of  YeU  question  of 

verton^  AlpAington,  Framingham,  Earl  Bramerton,  and  b^twcen'the 

Holveston^  in  the  county  of  Norfolk,  or  in  any  other  tenant  for  life 

parish  or  place,  or  parishes  or  places  adjoining  or  near  J^aindo-^an 

thereto;  and  all  other  my  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  must  depend 

hereditaments  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  and  of  what  tentionof  the 

nature  or  tenure  soever,  whereof  or  wherein  I  or  any  per-  testator,  to  be 
'  ,  ,     ,  c  collected  from 

son  or  persons  \n  trust  for  me  have  or  bath  any  estate  ot  the  whole 

freehold  or  inheritance,  to  hold  the  said  premises  with  ^^'^* 
the  appurtenances  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said 
Francis  Abbott  and  Gardiner  Chapman,  their  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever,  upon  the  trusts  and  to  and  for  the  in- 
tents and  purposes,  and  subject  to  the  powers,  provisoes, 
and  declarations  hereinafter  mentioned,  expressed,  and 
contained  of  and  concerning  the  same ;  that  is  to  say, 
upon  trust  that  the  said  Francis  Abbott  and  Gardiner 
Chapman,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  or  the  heirs,  execu- 
tors, or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  do  and  shall,  by 
and  out  of  the  rents  and  profits,  or  by  mortgage,  sale,  or 
other  disposition  of  the  said  messuages,  lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditaments,  or  any  part  or  parcel  thereof,  raise  and 
levy  all  such  sum  and  sums  of  money  as  may  be  neces- 
sary for  paying,  satisfying,  and  discharging  the  fines  and 
Vol.  II.  H  fees 
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18SS.  ^  fees  attending  the  admittance  or  admittances  of  the  said 
Francis  Abbott  and  Gardiner  Chapman^  or  the  survivor 
of  them,  or  the  heirs  of  such  survivor,  to  any  part  or 
parts  of  the  said  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  here- 
ditaments, which  are  or  may  be  holden  of  any  manor 
or  manors  by  copy  of  Court  Roll;  and  ako  the  costs, 
chaiges,  and  expenses  of  maintaining  and  keeping  the 
houses,  edifices,  and  buildings  of  and  belonging  to  the 
said  premises  in  good  repair,  and  also  the  land-tax, 
quit-rents,  and  other  outgoings  which  shall  or  may  be- 
come payable  for  or  in  respect  of  the  said  premises,  or 
any  part  or  parcel  thereof;  and  also  the  costs,  charges, 
and  expenses  of  executing  and  performing  the  trusts  of 
this  my  will,  and  subject  thereto,  upon  trust  that  the 
said  Francis  Abbott  and  Gardiner  Chapman^  or  the  sur-» 
vivor  of  them,  or  the  heirs  of  such  survivor,  do  and  shall, 
by  and  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  messuages, 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  pay  or  cause  to  be 
paid  to  my  wife,  Dame  Ann  Playtersj  if  she  shall  survive 
roe,  or  her  assigns,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural 
life,  one  annuity  or  clear  yearly  sum  of  250/.  of  lawful 
money  of  Great  Britaiti^  free  from  all  taxes,  deductions, 
or  other  impositions  whatsoever,  the  said  annuity  or  clear 
yearly  sum  of  250L  to  be  in  lieu  and  bar  of  dower,  and 
to  be  paid  to  the  said  Dame  Ann  Planters  or  her  assigns 
on  the  four  following  days  :  viz.  the  6th  day  of  January^ 
the  6th  day  of  Aprils  the  6th  day  of  Jtdy^  and  the  1 1th 
day  of  October  in  each  and  every  year  by  equal  portions) 
and  the  first  payment  thereof  to  commence  and  to  be 
made  on  such  of  the  said  days  as  shall  first  happen 
after  my  decease ;  and  subject  thereto,  upon  trust  that 
the  said  Francis  Abbott  and  Gardiner  Chapman^  or  the 
survivor  of  them,  or  the  heirs  of  such  survivor,  do  and 
shall  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  the  clear  rents  and  profits 
of  the  said  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  heredita- 
ments into  the  proper  hands  of  my  daughter  Elizabeth 

Wright 
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Wr^kt  Moore^  the  wife  of  Bobert  Moore  Esq.,  to  and  18SS* 
for  her  sole,  separate,  and  exclusive  use  and  benefit,  for 
and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life;  or  to  such  per- 
son or  persons  as  she  the  said  Elizabeth  Wright  Moorej 
notwithstanding  her  coverture,  shall  by  any  writing 
under  her  hariti  from  time  to  time  during  her  life  direct 
or  appoint,  every  such  direction  and  appointment  being 
made  from  time  to  time,  as  to  so  much  only  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  said  premises  as  shall  be  actually 
due  and  pi^able,  and  no  such  direction  or  appointment 
to  be  of  any  avail  or  force  if  made  by  anticipation,  or  as 
to  any  rents  and  profits  not  actually  due  or  payable  at  the 
time  when  such  direction  or  appointment  shall  be  made ; 
and  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Wright 
Moore^  upcxi  trust  that  the  said  Francis  Abbott  and 
Gardiner  Chapman,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  or  the 
heirs  of  sueh  survivor,  do  and  shall,  subject  and  without 
prejudice  to  the  payment  of  the  said  clear  yearly  sum> 
of  2S0L  to  the  said  Dame  Ann  Planters  or  her  assigns^ 
for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life  as  aforesaid,, 
convey  and  assure  the  said  messuages,  lands,  tenements,- 
and  hereditaments  unto  and  amongst  all  the  children  of 
the  body  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Wright  Moore  lawfully 
to  be  begotten,  in  equal  shares  as  tenants  in  common, 
and  not  as  joint  tenants,  and  the  several  and  respective, 
heirs  of  the  bodies  of  all  such  children  lawfully  issuing  ;- 
and  if  there  shall  be  but  one  such  child,  to  the  use  of^ 
such  only  child,  and  the  heirs  of  his  or  her  body ;  and 
if  there  shall  be  more  than  one  such  child,  and  there 
shall  be  a  failure  of  lawful  issue  of  the  body  or  bodies 
of  any  such  child  or  children,  then  as  to  the  original 
part  and  share,  parts  and  shares  of  such  child  or  children 
whose  issue  shall  so  fail,  as  well  as  to  such  other  part 
and  share,  parts  and  shares,  as  by  virtue  of  this  clause 
shall  have  become  vested  in,  or  have  accrued  unto  any 
of  the  same  child  and  children,  and  his,  her,  and  their 
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188S.  of  the  body  of  the  said  Joshua  Hird  who  shall  be  living 
at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  them,  the 
said  W.  Hird,  Jos/iua  Hirdj  and  Elizabeth  fVrighi 
Moaref  and  failure  of  her  issue  as  aforesaid,  in  equal 
ahares  and  proportions  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not 
as  joint  tenants,  and  to  their  respective  heirs  and  assigns 
for  ever;  and  if  there  shall  be  but  one  such  child,  in 
trust  to  convey  and  assure  the  said  messuages,  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments  to  such  only  child,  his  or 
her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever;  and  if  there  shall  be  no 
such  child  of  the  body  of  the  said  Joshua  Hird  living  at 
the  time  of  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  them  the  said 
W.  Hird,  Josfiua  Hird,  Elizabeth  Wright  Moore,  and 
fiiilure  of  her  issue  as  aforesaid,  then  I  give  and  devise 
one  moiety  of  the  said  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and 
hereditaments  to  the  said  Gardiner  Chapman,  his  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever;  and  I  give  and  devise  the  other 
moiety  of  the  said  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and 
hereditaments  to  the  said  Francis  Abbott,  his  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever ;  and  if  the  said  Fratwis  Abbott  shall  die 
in  my  lifetime,  then  I  give  and  devise  such  last  men- 
tioned moiety  of  the  said  messuages,  lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditaments  to  Esther  Sarah  Abbott  and  Elizabeth 
Abbott,  of  Brun^ck  Square,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex, 
spinsters,  daughters  of  the  said  Francis  Abbott,  in  equal 
shares  and  proportions  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not 
as  joint  tenants,  and  to  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever; 
and  if  either  of  them  the  said  Esther  Sarah  Abbott  and 
Elizabeth  Abbott  shall  die  without  issue  in  my  lifetime, 
and  before  the  decease  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Wright 
Moore,  then  I  give  and  devise  the  whole  of  such  last- 
mentioned  moiety  of  the  said  messuages,  lands,  tene- 
ments, and  hereditaments  to  the  survivor  of  them  the 
said  Esther  Sarah  Abbott  and  Elizabeth  Abbott,  her  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever." 

The 
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The  bill  was  filed  by  Dame  Ann  PUyterSj  the  widow  188S. 
of  the  testator,  and  Robert  Moore  and  Elizabeth  Wright 
Moore  bis  wife^  the  daughter  of  the  testator,  against 
the  trustees  Abbott  and  Chapman^  and  all  other  persons 
interested  in  the  testator's  estate  under  tlie  will,  praying 
the  establishment  of  the  will,  and  the  directions  of  the 
Court  as  to  the  execution  of  the  trusts.  It  appeared,  by 
the  answer  of  the  trustees,  that  the  rents  of  the  freehold 
and  copyhold  estates  of  the  testator  amounted  together 
to  about  800/.  a  year,  and  that  the  fines  to  be  paid  im- 
mediately on  the  admission  of  the  trustees  to  the  copy- 
bold  estates  amounted  to  1400/.,  besides  the  expenses. 

Mr.Bickersteth,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Two  questions  are  raised  by  this  will :  first,  as  to  the 
fund  out  of  which  the  fines  due  on  the  admission  of  the 
trustees  to  the  copyhold  part  of  the  property  are  to  be 
paid;  and,  secondly,  whether  any  and  what  contribution 
is  to  be  made  by  the  tenant  for  life  towards  the  payment 
of  such  fines  and  expenses. 

It  has  been  decided  that,  where  a  testator  directs 
a  renewal  of  leaseholds  out  of  the  rents  and  profits 
of  his  estates,  such  a  direction  is  equivalent  to  a  power 
to  raise  the  gross  sum  necessary  for  the  payment  of 
the  fines  upon  renewal  by  sale  or  mortgage;  the 
ground  of  this  decision  being  that,  as  the  sum  to  be 
raised  must  be  paid  immediately,  whenever  the  occa- 
sion for  renewal  arises,  it  cannot  be  intended  that 
it  should  be  raised  out  of  the  annual  rents  and  profits : 
Allan  V.  Backhouse,  (a)  In  this  case  the  testator  di- 
rects that  the  sums  which  may  from  time  to  time  be 
necessary  to  pay  the  fines  upon  admission  to  his  copy- 
hold estates  be  raised  out  of  the  rents  and  profits^  or 

(a)  tr.^B.  «5. 
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18Sd*  bt/  mortgage,  sale,  or  other  disposition  of  the  whole 
estates  devised  by  his  will.  If  the  words  out  of  the  rents 
and  prqfitSf  without  more,  give  a  power  to  the  trustees 
to  raise  by  mortgage  or  sale,  the  addition  of  the  words  to 
which  they  are  equivalent  cannot  alter  the  force  of  the 
prior  expressions.  But,  if  the  raising  out  of  rents  and 
profits  is  to  be  considered  as  contradistinguished  from 
the  raising  by  mortgage  or  sale,  so  that  **  rents  and 
profits''  must  necessarily  be  taken  to  mean  annual  rents 
and  profits,  then,  reddendo  singula  singulis,  these  annual 
rents  and  profits  will  be  properly  applicable  to  the 
payment  of  the  further  charges  which  the  testator  goes 
on  to  specify,  namely,  repairs,  land-tax,  quit-rent,  and 
other  annual  outgoings,  while  the  gross  sums  immedi- 
ately required  for  the  payment  of  fines  upon  admissions 
will  be  properly  raisable  by  mortgage  or  sale  of  the 
testator's  estates. 

Where  a  fund  can  be  raised  by  mortgage,  a  court 
of  equity  will  not  permit  the  interests  of  the  reversioner 
to  be  defeated  by  a  sale.  Assuming,  therefore,  that 
the  fund,  out  of  which  the  fines  are  from  time  to  time 
to  be  paid,  is  to  be  raised  by  mortgage,  the  next 
question  is,  whether  this  charge  is  to  be  borne  by 
the  tenant  for  life,  or  by  the  persons  entitled  in  re- 
mainder; and  if  by  both,  in  what  manner  the  charge  is 
to  be  apportioned ;  a  subject  which  has  been  frequently 
discussed  in  this  Court,  but  which  is  still  in  an  unsettled 
and  unsatisfactory  state.  The  rule  adopted  in  the  old 
cases  was,  that  the  tenant  for  life  should  pay  one  third, 
and  that  the  remaining  two  thirds  should  be  paid  by  the 
person  entitled  in  remainder:  Ballet  v.  Sprainger {a)y 
Cornish  v.  Mew.  {b)  This  rule  was  manifestly  arbitrary, 
and  unequal  in  its  operation,  inasmuch  as  a  tenant  for 
life  of  advanced  years  would  pay  more  than  his  fair 

proportion, 

(a)  Pr,  Ch.  62.  {h)  1  C54.  Ca.  271. 
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proportion,  while  a  younger  life  would  probably  reap  188S. 
the  whole  benefit  of  the  renewed  term  to  the  great 
prejudice  of  the  remainder-man.  The  rule  was,  for  this 
reason,  disapproved  of  by  Lord  Hardwkie  in  Vemey 
▼.  Vem^{a);  and  Lord  Thurhm^  in  Nighiingak  v. 
ZArwson{b)9  introduced  a  sounder  principle;  namely, 
that  the  burthen  should  be  borne  by  the  parties  in  pro- 
portion to  the  benefit  which  they  enjoyed.  In  Stone  ▼. 
Theed{c)^  the  old  rule  is  considered  as  exploded;  and 
the  general  principle,  that  the  proportion  should  follow 
the  enjoyment,  is  again  laid  down  by  Lord  Thurlow. 
In  Bucieridge  v.  Ingram  (i),  it  is  said  by  Lord  Ahanley 
**  the  rule  is  clear  that,  wherever  a  lease  that  requires 
renewal  is  entailed,  and  a  partial  interest  is  given  to  any 
one,  that  person  is  not  to  bear  the  whole,  but  will  only 
have  to  keep  down  the  interest  of  the  money  advanced.'' 
In  White  V.  White  {e\  this  subject  underwent  much  dis- 
cussion :  in  that  case  the  tenant  for  life  was  also  entitled 
to  the  reversion  after  an  estate  tail ;  but  Lord  Jlvanley^ 
notwithstanding  that  circumstance,  adhered  to  the  rule 
that  the  tenant  in  possession  was  only  to  keep  down  the 
interest  of  the  sum  raised  for  renewal.  At  the  rehearing 
of  this  cause  Lord  Eldon{g)  did  not  accede  to  this  rule 
without  modificadon ;  but  he  considered  it  applicable  to 
cases  where  the  remainder-man  takes  the  estate  subject  to 
a  mortgage  or  charge  upon  the  corpus  of  the  estate :  and 
the  present  case  may  be  considered,  as  well  upon  the 
authority  o(  Allan  v.  Backhouse  {h)  as  upon  the  language 
of  the  particular  instrument,  to  be  a  case  of  that  de- 
scription. In  MiUes  v.  MiUes{i)i  the  fines  were 
decreed  to  be  raised  out  of  the  rents  and  profits,  but 

there 

(a)  1  res.seTk.A2S.  (e)  4  Vet.24, 

{h)  1  Bro.  a  C.  441.  (g)  6  Vti.  554.  and  9  Vet.  560. 

(c)  8  Bro,  C.  C.  244.  (A)  ^V.Sf  B.  65. 

\d)  9  rr#.  JUD.  666.  (i)  6  Fff.  761. 
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1688«  there  the  circumstances  were  extremely  specialy  the 
renewals  being  made  annually ;  and  the  tenant  for  life 
had  the  means  of  recouping  himself  as  he  was  de* 
dared  entitled  to  the  fines  payable  upon  the  granting 
of  underleases.  In  Randall  v.  Russell  (a),  it  was  held 
that  the  persons  entided  in  remainder  under  the  trusts 
of  a  will  should  contribute  to  the  fine  paid  by  the  tenant 
fi>r  life  on  the  renewal  of  a  oolite  lease,  in  such  pro- 
portions as  should  be  settled  by  the  Master.  In  Allan 
Y.  Backhouse^  which  was  confirmed  on  appeal  {b)  by 
Lord  Eldan,  Sir  llamas  Pbmer  directed  a  reference  to 
the  Master  to  inquire  what  proportion  of  the  capital,  as 
well  as  the  interest,  should  be  paid  by  the  tenant  for 
life  with  reference  to  the  benefit  derived  by  him.  In 
Mikintawn  v.  Lot^d  Pcrimore{c\  it  was  held  that  a 
discretionary  power  of  renewal  given  to  trustees  was  a 
power  which  they  could  exercise  only  for  the  benefit  of 
the  cestui  que  trusts^  and  that  they  could  not  throw  the 
burthen  of  the  fines  paid  for  renewal  upon  the  corpus  of 
the  estate,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  remainder-man.  Such 
is  the  state  of  the  authorities  on  this  subject;  and  the 
current  of  these  authorities  seems  undoubtedly  in  favour 
of  the  principle  that  the  tenant  for  life  ought  not  to  pay 
more  than  the  interest  of  the  sum  to  be  raised  for  pay- 
ment oF  the  fines.  If,  however,  the  Court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  tenant  for  life  is  to  bear  a  proportion  of 
the  capital  sum  to  be  raised  for  the  payment  of  the  fines 
upon  admission,  the  question  arises,  how  that  proportion 
is  to  be  settled  between  the  tenant  for  life  and  the 
remainder-man?  The  prindple  is  admitted,  that  the 
proportion  in  which  the  tenant  for  life  should  contribute 
is  according  to  his  enjoyment ;  and  the  fair  amount  of 
his  contribution  upon  that  principle  is  capable  of  being 

reduced 

(a)  5  Mer,  190.  (c)  5  Mad.A9\.^  and  5  Mad. 

{b)Jae.ezi,  47S. 
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reduced  to  a  certainty  by  insuring  the  lives  of  the 
tmstees  who  are  admitted  from  time  to  time,  so  that» 
upon  the  death  of  the  trustees,  a  fund  might  always  be 
ready  to  answer  the  payment  of  the  fines,  the  person  in 
actual  possession  paying  the  annual  premiums  upon  the 
policy.  It  is  clear,  in  this  case,  that  the  charge  Cannot 
be  raised  out  of  the  annual  rents  and  profits,  for  the 
lord  will  not  wait  for  his  fine ;  and  there  are  provisions 
in  the  will,  such  as  the  direction  to  pay  to  the  widow  a 
(tear  annuity  of  250/.  out  of  the  rents  and  profits,  and 
after  her  death  to  pay  the  dear  rents  and  profits  to  the 
daughter  for  her  life,  which  are  wholly  inconsistent  with 
an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator  that  the  fines 
should  be  satisfied  otherwise  than  by  a  charge  on  the 
carpus  of  the  estate. 


18SS. 


Mr,  Tinnqff  contra. 

The  trust  is  here  not  merely  to  pay  and  satisfy  the 
fines  upon  admission  to  the  copyholds,  but  to  keep  the 
premises  in  repair,  and  to  pay  the  land-tax,  quit-rents, 
and  other  annual  outgoings;  and,  though  the  testator 
gives  the  trustees  a  discretion  to  satisfy  these  charges, 
either  out  of  the  rents  and  profits,  or  by  mortgage  or 
sale,  the  inference  is,  as  he  has  classed  the  6nes  upon 
admission  to  the  copyholds  with  charges  in  their  nature 
payable  out  of  the  annual  rents  and  profits,  that  he 
meant  the  whole  to  be  borne  by  the  tenant  in  posses- 
sion. In  Stone  v.  Theed^  where  the  testator  directed 
his  trustees  to  pay  the  fines  of  renewals,  and  gave  his 
freehold,  leasehold,  and  personal  property,  charged 
with  annuities,  in  trust  to  pay  the  rents  and  profits  to 
his  sister  for  her  life.  Lord  ThurUm  held  that  the 
intent  of  keeping  up  the  estate  must  be  understood  to 
be  paramount  to  the  intent  of  making  a  provision  for 
the  first  taker,  and  he  accordingly  decided  that  the 

produce 
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produce  of  the  whole  must  be  first  applied  to  the  pur- 
pose of  the  renewals.  In  White  v.  White^  the  testator 
expressly  limited  the  charge  upon  hb  estate  for  renewals 
to  the  sum  of  5002.,  and  as  the  remainder-man  called 
for  the  renewal,  it  was  held  that  he  was  not  entitled  to 
contribution  from  the  tenant  for  life.  In  Montford  ▼• 
Cadogan  (a),  the  trustees,  who  had  neglected  to  renew, 
were  held  to  be  liable  as  for  a  breach  of  trust,  but  the 
assets  of  the  tenants  for  life  were  declared  to  be  in  tlie 
first  place  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  fines  in  pro- 
portion to  the  period  of  their  enjoyment.  Mibintawn  ▼• 
Lord  Portmore  is  a  direct  authority  against  throwing 
the  charge  upon  the  corpus  of  the  estate,  and  is,  indeed, 
a  stronger  case  against  the  tenant  for  life  than  the  pre- 
sent, inasmuch  as  a  larger  discretion  was  given  to  the 
trustees ;  but  it  was  held  that  such  discretion  did  not 
give  the  trustees  an  arbitrary  power  to  preserve  or 
destroy  the  estate,  and  that  it  could  not  be  exercised 
to  the  prejudice  of  the  remainder-man.  As  to  the  direc- 
tion to  pay  the  annuity  to  the  widow,  and  after  her 
decease  to  pay  the  clear  rents  and  profits  to  the  daugh- 
ter for  her  life,  this  direction  is  subject  to  the  previous 
trust  for  satisfying  the  fines  upon  admission. 

Mr.  Bickersteth  in  reply. 


Kov.  6.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Where  a  testator  indicates  an  intention  that  fines  on 
the  admission  to  copyholds,  and  on  the  renewal  of 
leases,  should  from  time  to  time  be  paid,  in  order  to 
maintain  a  permanent  interest  in  the  property  for  the 
benefit  of  those  to  whom  he  has  successively  limited 

his 
(a)  17  Fei,4SS.  8  Mer.5.  and  19  F«f.655. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  109 

his  fee-simple  estates,  and  has  not  described  the  fund 
out  of  which  such  payment  should  be  made^  the  general 
principles  of  equity  require,  and  the  course  of  authority 
has  settled,  that  the  tenant  for  life  and  those  in  re- 
minder shall  bear  the  burthen  of  those  payments  in 
the  proportion  of  the  benefits  which  they  actually 
derive  from  such  admissions  or  renewals.  Where  a 
testator,  having  the  same  purpose^  expressly  provides  a 
fund  for  such  payments,  the  question  no  longer  depends 
upon  general  principles  of  equi^,  but,  as  to  the  manner 
of  raising  the  fines  and  the  contribution  of  the  tenant 
for  life,  is  to  be  determined  by  the  intention  of  the 
testator  in  both  respects,  as  it  is  to  be  collected  from 
the  whole  will. 

In  this  case  the  devise  is  of  fireehold  as  well  as  copy- 
hold property ;  and  the  direction  of  the  testator  is,  that 
the  fines  shall  be  raised  and  levied  by  and  out  of  the 
rents  and  profits,  or  by  sale  or  mortgage,  or  other  dis- 
position of  the  freehold  and  copyhold  property,  or  any 
part  of  it.  The  rents  of  the  freehold  and  copyhold 
property  amount  together  to  about  800/.  a  year,  and 
the  fines  on  the  copyholds,  immediately  to  be  paid  in 
order  that  the  trustees  might  be  presently  in  possession 
of  the  rents  and  profits  to  be  derived  from  them, 
amounted  to  1400/.  besides  the  expenses.  No  rents 
and  profits  could  accrue  before  these  fines  were  de- 
mandable;  and  it  is,  therefore,  reasonably  to  be  inferred, 
that  the  testator  intended  to  give  authority  to  the 
trustees  to  raise  and  levy  the  sum  by  sale  or  mortgage. 
It  is  also  to  be  observed  that  the  testator,  out  of  the 
annual  rents  and  profits,  gives  an  annuity  to  his  widow 
in  lieu  of  dower,  which,  becoming  due  fi*om  his  death, 
could  not  possibly  wait  for  satisfaction  until  the  fines 
were  provided  for  out  of  the  annual  rents  and  profits. 
It  is  true  that  the  testator  in  the  same  passage  refers  to 
repairs  and  land-tax,  and  other  outgoings,  which  are  in 

their 
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their  nature  annual  payments  to  be  made  out  of  annual 
rents  and  profits;  but  it  is  to  be  considered  that  the 
testator's  true  meaning  was  that  the  trustees  should  use 
the  power  of  sale  or  mortgage  where  the  purpose  could 
not  be  answered  by  annual  rents  and  profits,  and  should, 
out  of  annual  rents  and  profits,  discbarge  annual  pay- 
ments. 

The  next  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  the 
testator  in  his  will  has  indmated  an  intention  that  the 
tenant  for  life  should  in  any  manner  contribute  to  the 
expenses  of  the  fines,  beyond  keeping  down  the  annual 
interest  of  the  mortgage.  Suppose  the  trustees  had 
exercised  their  clear  authority  to  sell  a  part  of  the  free- 
hold for  the  purpose  of  raising  the  amount  of  the  fines, 
is  there  in  this  will  any  indication  of  an  intenion  on 
the  part  of  the  testator  that  the  trustees  should  retain 
fi'om  the  tenant  for  life  future  annual  rents,  in  order  to 
repurchase  freehold  equal  in  value  to  that  which  was 
sold,  or  any  part  of  it? 

The  testator,  after  giving  the  annuity  to  his  widow  in 
lieu  of  dower,  and  subject  to  the  annual  interest  or 
deduction  which  might  be  imposed  by  sale  or  mortgage, 
directs  the  trustees  to  pay  the  clear  annual  rents  and 
profits  of  the  devised  premises  to  his  daughter  and  only 
child,  for  her  sole,  separate,  and  exclusive  use  and 
benefit  This  direction  is  wholly  inconsistent  with  any 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator  that  a  part  of  the 
annual  rents  and  profits  should  be  reserved  from  the 
daughter's  use,  in  order  to  contribute  towards  the  prin- 
cipal of  the  mortgage. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  my  opinion  is,  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  testator  that  the  fines  and  fees  should 
be  raised  by  sale  or  mortgage,  and  that  the  daughter 
should  bear  no  other  burthen  in  respect  of  such  fines 
than  the  interest  of  the  mortgage. 
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The  Earl  of  SHAFTESBURY  t^.  The  Duke  of         ^^"-^ 
MARLBOROUGH.  ,^  ^««  5' 

Kav.e.  18.85. 

npHE  late  Duke  of  Marlborough  devised  certain  free-  Wherethefint 
-*-    hold  and  copyhold  estates  to  the  use  of  trustees  h^idf|^|!^^ 
and  their  heirs,  in  trust  for  his  son,  then  Marquis  of  held niriiTet 
JBland/brdj  for  his  life,  with  remainder  to  his  grandson,  ^pay^e' 
the  eldest  son  of  the  said  Marquis  of  Blandjbrd  for  his  fines  on  re- 
life,  with  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  his  the  rents  and 

said  grandson  in  strict  settlement,  with  divers  remainders  profits^  and 

^  ^  the  next  trust 

over.  it  for  the 

benefit  of 
those  who  in 
These  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  were  subjected  strict  settle- 
by  the  testator  to  a  term  of  300  years,  limited  to  the  f^h^i^  \^^ 
same  trustees,  and  the  survivors  of  them,  &C.,  upon  copyhold  pro- 
trust  for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  and  upon  other  [^e  nme  will, 

trusts  mentioned  in  the  will ;  and  a  power  to  sell  for  '^«  expenses 
.  ,         .  ,  ,  .  of  renewal 

those  purposes  and  to  invest  the  surplus  was  given  to  are  incidental 

the  trustees  of  the  term   in  the  following  words:—  ^i^jp^j!^- 
*^  Provided  always,  and  I  do  hereby  declare  that  it  shall  and  fall  upon 
be  lawful  for  the  said  Lord   Charles  Spencer,  Lord  S^jJe  to 
Bobert  Spencer,    WiUiam  Lord   Auckland,  and  James  time  are  en- 
Blackstone,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  and  po«ession  of 
the  executors  and  administrators  of  such  survivor,  at  it  under  the 
any  time  or  tiroes  within  twenty  years  after  my  decease, 
at  their  and  his  free  and  uncontrolled  discretion,  to 
make  sale  and  absolutely  dispose  of  any  part  or  parts  of 
the  said  manors,  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  other 
hereditaments  hereinbefore  devised  to  the  said  George 
Marquis  of  Blandford  for  his  life  in  possession  as  afore- 
said, unto  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  either  by 
public  auction  or  private  contract,  for  such  price  or 
prices  and  in  such  manner  as  to  the  trustees  or  trustee 

for 
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1883.        for  the  time  bdng,  concerning  this  present  power,  shall 

The  Earl  of    ^^™  reasonable  and  proper.     And  it  is  my  will,  that 

Shaftesbuet  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  into  effect  any  such  sale  or 

The  Duke  of  ^^^  ^  aforesaid,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Lord 

Mabl-  Charles  Spencer^  Lord  Robert  Spencer^  William  Lord 
Auckland^  and  James  Blackstanej  and  the  survivors  and 
survivor  of  them,  and  the  executors  or  administrators  of 
such  survivor,  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  instrument  or 
instruments  in  writing,  to  be  sealed  and  delivered  by 
the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being,  concerning 
this  present  power,  in  the  presence  of,  and  to  be  attested 
by,  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  absolutely  to 
determine,  revoke,  and  make  void  all  and  every  or  any 
of  the  uses,  estates,  trusts,  powers,  and  provisoes  herein- 
before limited,  declared,  and  expressed  of  and  concern- 
ing the  hereditaments  so  to  be  sold ;  and  by  the  same  or 
any  other  deed  or  deeds,  instrument  or  instruments  in 
writing,  to  be  sealed  and  delivered  and  so  attested  as 
aforesaid,  to  limit,  declare,  direct,  or  appoint  any  use  or 
uses,  estate  or  estates,  trust  or  trusts  of  or  concerning 
the  hereditaments,  the  uses  of  which  shall  be  so  revoked, 
which  it  shall  be  thought  requisite  or  expedient  to  limit, 
declare,  direct,  or  appoint,  in  order  to  effectuate  any 
such  sale  or  sales  as  aforesaid.  And  I  do  hereby  direct 
that  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being,  concern- 
ing this  present  power,  shall  stand  possessed  of  the 
money  to  be  produced  by  any  such  sale  or  sales  as 
aforesaid,  upon  the  trusts  following:  (that  is  to  say,)  if 
my  personal  estate,  exclusive  of  my  leasehold  estates  for 
years,  and  such  shares  in  the  Oacford  Canal^  as  I  shall  or 
may  happen  to  die  possessed  of,  and  exclusive  of  such 
other  part  or  parts  of  my  personal  estate  as  is  or  are 
specifically  bequeathed,  shall  not  be  sufficient  for  the 
payment  of  my  just  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  ex- 
penses, and  the  legacies  which  shall  or  may  be  given  by 
this  my  will,  or  by  any  codicil  or  codicils,  or  by  any  other 

tes- 
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testamentary  writing  or  writings  whatsoever,  then  in  1833. 
trust  that  they  the  said  Lord  Charles  Spencer ^  Lord  *-""'  't  - 
Bobert  Spencer^  William  Lord  Auckland^  and  James  Shaftesbury 
Blackstonej  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  the  j^^  ^u'ke  of 
executors  or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  do  and  Marl- 
shall  lay  out  and  apply  the  money  so  to  be  raised  as 
aforesaid,  or  so  much  thereof  as  to  my  said  trustees  or 
trustee  for  the  time  being  shall  seem  requisite  in  aid  of 
my  said  personal  estate,  towards  satisfaction  and  dis- 
charge of  such  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses, 
and  legacies  as  aforesaid,  and  do  and  shall  lay  out  the 
surplus  (if  any)  of  the  money  so  to  be  raised  as  afore- 
said; and  if  my  said  personal  estate  (exclusively  as 
aforesaid)  shall  be  adequate  for  the  purposes  herein- 
before mentioned,  then  the  whole  of  such  money  in  the 
purchase  of  other  manors,  lands,  or  hereditaments,  to 
be  situate  in  England^  and  to  be  of  a  clear  indefeasible 
estate  of  inheritance  in  fee  simple  in  possession,  or  of 
any  lands  or  tenements  of  a  copyhold  or  leasehold 
tenure  convenient  to  be  held  therewith;  and  do  and 
shall,  with  all  convenient  speed,  settle  and  assure,  or 
cause  to  be  settled  and  assured  the  hereditaments  so  to 
be  purchased  as  aforesaid,  to  such  of  the  uses,  upon  and 
for  such  of  the  intents  and  purposes,  and  with,  under, 
and  subject  to  such  of  the  powers,  provisoes,  and 
declarations  hereinbefore  limited,  declared,  and  ex- 
pressed of  and  concerning  the  hereditaments  which 
shall  be  sold  in  pursuance  of  this  present  power,  as  shall 
be  then  capable  of  taking  effect,  or  as  near  thereto  as 
the  nature  of  the  hereditaments  to  be  purchased  will 
admit  of;  yet  so  nevertheless,  that  if  any  of  the  lands 
so  to  be  purchased  shall  be  held  by  lease  or  leases  for 
years,  the  same  shall  not  vest  absolutely  in  any  person 
or  persons  entitled  by  virtue  of  the  limitations  herein- 
before contained  to  any  estate  tail  therein,  if  such 
person  or  persons  shall  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one 
Vol.  II.  1  years 
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1838^       years  without  leaving  issue  male  of  his,  her,  or  their 

1^'  g   .  \    body   or   respective    bodies,   but  yet  such  person   or 

Shaftesbury  persons  shall,  during  his,  her,  or  their  life  or  respective 

The  Duke  of  '*^^*»  ^^  entitled  to  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  such 

Marl-       lands  so  held  by  lease  or  leases  for  years  as  aforesaid. 

BQHouoH,     ^^j   ^y  ^jjj  jg^  ^jj^^  j£.  ^^y  ^p  ^^   lands  so  to   be 

purchased  shall  be  held  by  lease  or  leases  for  lives  or 
for  years,  proper  provisions  shall  be  inserted  in  the 
settlement  to  be  made  thereof  as  aforesaid,  for  renewing 
and  keeping  on  foot  such  lease  or  leases  from  time  to 
time  as  occasion  shall  require.  And  I  do  hereby  direct 
that  the  fines,  fees,  and  other  expenses  attending  any 
such  renewals  or  renewal  as  aforesaid,  shall  from  time 
to  time  be  defrayed  out  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits 
of  the  lands  to  be  comprised  in  such  renewed  lease  or 
leases  respectively." 

The  testator,  being  entitled  to  many  leasehold  estates 
of  considerable  annual  value,  held  partly  for  lives  and 
partly  for  terms  of  years,  proceeded  by  his  will  to 
devise  and  bequeath  the  same  leaseholds  in  the  follow- 
ing M'ords:  — "  And  I  give  and  bequeath  all  my  mes- 
suages, lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  which  are 
held  by  me  under  any  leases  for  lives  or  for  any  term  or 
terms  of  years  either  absolutely  or  determinable  upon  the 
death  of  any  person  or  persons,  with  the  appurtenances, 
and  which  are  not  hereinbefore  devised,  and  all  my  es- 
tate and  interest  therein,  subject  to  the  rents,  covenants, 
and  agreements  reserved  and  contained  in  the  several 
leases  under  which  the  said  premises  are  holden,  to  the 
said  Lord  Charles  Spencer^  Lord  Robert  Spencer^  William 
Lord  Auckland^  and  James  Blackstoncy  trustees,  their 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  in  trust 
from  time  to  time  to  renew  and  keep  on  foot  the. 
leases  of  the  same  leasehold  premises,  and  out  of  the 
rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  same  premises  to  pay 

the 
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tbe  fines,  fees,  and  other  expenses  attending  such  re*        18SS. 
newal.  And  I  do  hereby  declare  my  will  to  be,  that  my    jjjg£j„.i  ^f 
said  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  shall  stand  Shaftesbuby 
and  be  possessed  of  all  the  said  leasehold  premises,  sub-  r^^  i\^e  of 
ject  to  the  trust  hereinbefore  declared  thereof,  upon  such        Mael- 
trusts,  to  and  for  such  intents  and  purposes,  and  with,      ^^^^ 
under,  and  subject  to  such  powers,  provisoes,  and  decla- 
rations as  will  nearest  and  best  correspond  with  such  of  the 
OSes,  trusts,  intents,  and  purposes,  powers,  provisoes,  and 
declarations  as  are  hereinbefore  by  this  my  will  expressed 
and  contained  of  and  concerning  the  freehold  and  copy- 
bold  estates  hereinbefore  devised  to  my  said  son  George 
Marquis  of  Blandford  for  his  life  in  possession  as  afore- 
said, so  far  as  the  different  natures  of  the  property  and 
the  rules  of  law  and  equity  will  admit.    Provided  never- 
theless, that  the  said  leasehold  premises  for  years  shall 
not  vest  absolutely  in  any  person  or  persons  entitled  by 
Yirtue  hereof  to  an  estate  tail  in  possession  in  the  said 
freehold  and  copyhold  premises,  if  such  person  or  per- 
sons shall  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  and 
without  leaving  issue  male  of  his  her  or  their  body  or 
respective  bodies ;  but  nevertheless  such  person  or  per- 
sons respectively  shall,  during  his  or  her  life  or  respec- 
tive lives,  be  entitled  to  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of 
the  same  leasehold  premises." 

The  testator  himself  was  one  of  the  lives  inserted  in 
two  of  the  most  valuable  leases,  and  after  the  death  of 
the  testator,  the  trustees  renewed  those  leases  by  adding 
a  new  life  in  the  place  of  the  testator,  and  paid,  at  cer- 
tain intervals,  for  the  fines  of  such  renewals  two  sums 
amounting  together  to  about  14,000^  One  other  lease 
only,  which  was  of  inconsiderable  value,  was  held  for 
lives,  and  in  this  the  testator's  life  was  not  inserted. 
About  seventeen  other  leases  were  held  for  terms  of 
years.   The  annual  income  of  all  the  leaseholds  amounted 

12  to 
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1855.  to  little  more  than  4000/.  In  the  prior  proceeduigs  of 
rj^'^-i  \  \  the  cause,  a  receiver  had  been  appointed  of  the  rents  of 
Sbaptbsbo&y  the  leasehold  estates,  and  out  of  those  rents  the  trustees 
The  Duke  of  ^^'^  P*^^  ^^  ®"^  ®^  ^  renewals  without  prejudice  to 

Marl-  the  question  on  what  fund  the  expenses  of  fines  and 
renewals  should  fall. 

The  questions  now  before  the  Court  upon  the  Master's 
report  with  respect  to  such  renewals  were,  first,  out  of 
what  fund  tlie  fines  and  expenses  of  the  renewals  ought 
to  be  paid ;  and,  secondly,  whether  any  and  what  ap- 
portionment of  the  fines  and  expenses  of  renewals  was 
to  be  made  between  the  tenant  for  life,  and  the  persons 
entitled  in  remainder. 

Upon  the  general  question  as  to  the  apportionment  of 
the  payment  of  fines  upon  renewals  between  the  tenant 
for  life  and  the  remainder-man,  the  same  course  of  argu- 
ment was  pursued,  and  the  same  authorities  were  cited  in 
this  case  as  in  the  preceding  case  of  Plqyters  v.  Abboti. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  J.  Bomilly^  for  the  Marquis  of 
Blandford  and  Lord  Sunderland^  his  eldest  son,  com- 
mented upon  the  particular  provisions  of  the  Duke  of 
Marlborough*^  will  (an  instrument  comprised  in  seventy- 
eight  brief  sheets),  and  they  relied  upon  the  language 
of  those  provisions,  and  upon  the  order  of  the  limit- 
ations, as  manifesting  the  testator's  intention  to  relieve 
the  corpus  of  his  estates  from  the  fines  payable  on  the 
renewal  of  his  leasehold  estates  as  well  for  lives  as  for 
years,  and  to  throw  the  burthen  of  the  renewals  on  those 
who  should  be  successively  entitled  to  the  rents  and 
profits. 

The  testator  had  given  his  leasehold  estates^  as  well 
for  lives  as  for  years,  to  trustees,  upon  trust  in  the  first 

place 
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place  to  renew  and  keep  on  foot  the  leases,  and  out  of  the       1 833. 

rents  and  profits  of  such  leasehold  estates  to  pa\'  the  fines    L^yi  \  \ 

J      1  -      J        1  ^      K..  The  Earl  of 

and  other  expenses  incidental  to  renewal     There  was  a  Shaftesbuat 

previous  limitation  in  strict  setdement  of  the  testator's  xheDukeof 
freehold  and  copyhold  estates ;  and  out  of  these  free-  Marl- 
hold  and  copyhold  estates  a  term  of  300  years  was 
created  for  the  payment  of  the  testator's  debts,  and 
other  trusts  mentioned  in  the  will;  and  a  power  was 
given  to  the  trustees  of  this  term,  who  were  the  same 
trustees  to  whom  the  leaseholds  were  limited,  to  sell 
such  portion  of  the  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  as 
they  might  think  fit,  and,  after  satisfaction  of  the  trusts, 
to  invest  the  surplus  in  the  purchase  of  other  freehold 
and  copyhold  messuages,  or  of  renewable  leaseholds,  to 
be  settled  to  the  same  uses  as  the  devised  estates ;  and 
if  the  trustees  should  think  fit  to  purchase  renewable 
leaseholds,  they  were  directed  to  keep  the  leases  on  foot 
out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  leasehold  premises  so 
to  be  purchased  with  the  produce  of  sale.  If  the  trus- 
tees had  exercised  their  power  by  purchasing  renewable 
leaseholds,  could  it  be  contended,  upon  these  limitations, 
that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  testator  that  the  expense 
of  the  renewals  should  be  thrown  upon  the  corpus  of  the 
estate,  and  no  greater  burthen  imposed  upon  the  tenant 
for  life  than  that  of  paying  the  interest  of  the  fund  raised 
for  renewals?  The  primary  intention  of  the  testator  was, 
that  the  leases  of  his  renewable  leasehold  property  should 
be  kept  on  foot  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  that  pro- 
perty ;  and  when  he  proceeded  to  settle  his  leasehold  es- 
tates, he  settled  them  upon  the  same  trusts  which  applied 
to  his  freehold  and  copyhold  estates,  but  subject  to  the 
previous  trust  as  to  the  renewals,  which  over-rode  all  be- 
neficial interest  in  the  leasehold  property.  It  was  plain, 
therefore,  that  he  meant  to  provide  for  the  renewals 
without  any  diminution  of  the  carpus  of  his  estates, 
and  to  throw  the  burthen  of  them  upon  such  persons 

I  3  as 
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18SS.        ^  should  be  successively  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits 

^  — ^— '^  of  the  leasehold  estates. 
The  Earl  of 
Shaftebbuey 

«>•  Mr.  fVrm/j  for  General  St.  John^  the  assignee  of  the 

Mae  J  °  Duke  of  Marlborough^  said,  that  the  effect  of  the  con- 
loBouoH.  struction  contended  for  on  the  part  of  the  tenants  in 
remainder,  would  be  to  throw  the  whole  charge  of  the 
fines  and  expenses  payable  upon  renewals  on  the  an- 
nual rents  and  profits  of  the  leasehold  property.  Now 
those  annual  rents  and  profits  did  not  amount  to  more 
than  one  third  of  the  sum  payable  for  fines  immediately 
on  the  death  of  the  late  duke.  It  could  never  have 
been  the  intention  of  the  testator,  therefore,  to  throw 
the  whole  burthen  of  those  fines  upon  the  tenant  for 
life. 

Mr.  PemberioHj  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  C  Romilly^  for  the  Duke  of  Marlborough. 


Nov.  25.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Where  the  testator  has  expressed  a  general  intention 
that  his  leasehold  properly  should  be  renewed  and  held 
in  succession  by  those  entitled  to  freehold  property 
which  he  has  devised  in  strict  settlement,  but  has  not 
expressed  the  manner  in  which  the  fines  and  expenses 
of  renewals  are  to  be  provided  for,  it  is  now  settled  upon 
equitable  principles  that  such  expense  of  renewals  must 
be  borne  by  the  tenant  for  life,  and  those  in  remainder, 
in  the  proportion  of  the  benefit  which  they  respectively 
derive  from  such  renewals.  The  old  rule  was,  that  the 
tenant  for  life  should  in  such  cases  contribute  one  third, 
and  that  two  thirds  should  be  borne  by  those  in  re- 
mainder.   This  rule  appears  to  have  been  first  departed 

from 
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from  by  Lord  T^tirbm  in  the  case  of  Nightingale  v.        18SS. 
Lawson  («),  and  upon  plain  reason.     Where  the  tenant    1/  -    .  ' 
for  life  was  of  an  age  which,  considering  the  probable  Shaftesbuby 
duration  of  life,  made  the  value  of  his  life  equal  to  one    j^^  ^'uke  of 
third  of  the  property,  this  rule  might  with  some  reason        Mabl- 
be  applied ;  but  where  he  happened  to  be  of  a  much 
more  advanced  age,  as  for  instance  eighty  years  old,  it 
could  not  be  just  and  equal  that  he  should  bear  the  same 
proportion  of  the  expense  of  renewal  as  if  he  were  only 
of  the  age  of  thirty.     In  departing  from  this  rule,  it 
might  at  first  sight  seem  to  have  been  proper  that  the 
proportion  of  the  expense  of  renewal  which  should  fall 
upon  the  tenant  for  life  should  be  estimated  according 
to  his  actual  age,  and   the  probable  duration    of  his 
life;  but  accident  might  render  this  new  rule  unequal 
and  unjust  to  the  tenant  for  life,  or  to  the  remainder- 
man, as  the  tenant  for  life  happened  to  survive  a  longer 
or  a  shorter  period  than  that  which  might  be  expected 
according  to  the  probable  duration  of  his  life.      The 
principle  adopted  by  Lord  Thurl&u)  is  altogether  equi- 
table, that  the  proportion  to  be  borne  by  the  tenant  for 
life  should  depend  upon  the  actual  benefit  which  he  de- 
rived from  the  renewal ;  and  this  is  now  to  be  considered 
as  the  settled  rule  of  the  Court 

The  case  now  before  the  Court  does  not,  however, 
depend  upon  the  general  principles  of  equity,  because 
here  the  testator  has  directed  the  mode  in  which  the  ex- 
pense of  the  renewals  is  to  be  provided  for,  namely,  out 
of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  leasehold  premises  gene- 
rally ;  and  the  question  is,  what  was  the  intention  of  the 
testator  by  this  direction,  and  this  intention  is  to  be  col- 
lected not  from  the  particular  expressions  only,  but  from 
the  whole  contents  of  the  will. 

The 
(•)  lBro.C.  C.441. 
I  i 
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188a  The  case  of  Sione  v.  Theed{a)  has  some  bearing  upon 

2,    p  r^-    the  present  question:    there  the  testator   devised  and 

SHArTESBuaT  bequeathed  freehold,  leasehold,  and  other  personal  pro- 

The  Duke  of  P^''^^  ^  trustees,  upon  trust,  after  paying  certain  an- 

Maal-       nuitiosi  to  pay  the  residue  of  thi^  relfts  and  profits  to 

one  for  life,  with  remainders  over,  and  he  directed  his 

trustees  from  time  to  time  to  renew  the  lease  and  add 

new  lives  if  they  could  obtain  such  lease ;  and  in  that 

case  Lord  ThurUm  inferred  it  to  be  the  intention  of  the 

testator  that  the  expense  of  renewal  should  be  paid  out 

of  the  income  of  the  whole  property,  and  that  the  tenant 

for  life  was  not  bound  to  make  any  contribution  towards 

the  expense  of  such  renewal. 

In  JlUm  V.  Backhouse  (b)  the  testatrix  devised  lease- 
holds for  lives,  and  all  other  her  real  estates,  to  trustees 
and  their  heirs,  upon  trust  for  A.  for  life,  with  re« 
mainders  over  in  strict  settlement  to  the  first  and 
other  sons  of  the  tenant  for  life;  and  she  directed 
that  her  leaseholds  for  lives  should  from  time  to  time 
be  renewed  as  occasion  should  require  by  and  out 
of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  leasehold  property,  or 
the  rents  and  profits  of  her  other  estates  thereby  de- 
vised. The  testatrix  died  in  1785,  and  in  1804  one  of 
the  lives  dropped  on  which  the  leaseholds  were  held, 
and  the  question  in  the  cause  was  how  the  expense  of 
adding  a  new  life  was  to  be  provided  for.  The  decree 
made  by  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  directed  that  the  ex- 
penses of  the  renewal  should  be  raised  by  sale  or  mort- 
gage of  the  whole  devised  property,  and  he  referred  it 
to  the  Master  to  inquire  what  proportion  of  the  mort- 
gage, as  well  as  the  interest,  with  reference  to  the  benefit 
derived  by  the  tenant  for  life,  should  be  borne  by  him. 
This  decree  appears  to  have  been  confirmed  by  Lord 

Eldon^ 
{a)  8  Bro.  C,  C.  244,  (b)  2  Vet,  ^  B.eS. 
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Eldotif  but  tliere  is  no  report  of  the  arguments  which        1888. 

were  used  on  the  appeals  nor  of  the  reasons  upon  which      '     .1  '  - 

the  affirmance  of  Sir  Thomas  Plumet's  judgment  pro-   Shaftesbu&t 

ceeded.     It  roust  be  observed  that  this  decision  is  not    xheDukeof 

stricdy  in  nnison  with  Lord  Thurlaafs  judgment  in  SUme       Mabi^ 

V.  Theeds  and  it  is  not  easy  to  understand  how  it  was 

possible  for  the  Master  to  state  the  proportion  of  the 

expenses  of  renewal  to  be  borne  by  the  tenant  for  life» 

since,  according  to  settled  principle»  and  the  language 

of  the  decree,  it  was  to  depend  upon  the  actual  benefit 

which  he  should  derive  from  the  renewal,  and  which 

could  not  be  ascertained  until  his  enjoyment  determined 

bj  his  death.     It  does  appear,  however,  by  the  Re« 

gistrar*s  book,  that  the  Master  did,  during  the  life  of 

the  tenant  for  life,  report  that  a  certain  sum  ought  to  be 

paid  by  him,  and  such  report  was  submitted  to  without 

question. 

The  rule  of  contribution  between  tenant  for  life  and 
remainder-man,  according  to  their  actual  enjoyment, 
has,  however,  this  difficulty,  —  that  in  the  cases  of 
leaseholds  for  life,  the  time  of  renewal  being  necessarily 
uncertain,  there  are  no  means  of  ascertaining  the  pro* 
portion  to  be  borne  by  the  tenant  for  life  until  his 
death.  In  the  case  of  leaseholds  for  years,  when  the 
period  of  renewal  is  certain,  the  trustees  may  retain  an 
annual  sum  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  from  the  tenant 
for  life,  so  as  to  insure  a  due  contribution  on  his  part 
towards  the  expense  of  renewal,  as  in  the  case  of  MofU^ 
ford  V.  Cadogan  (a) ;  but  this  course  cannot  be  adopted 
where  the  renewals  depend  upon  the  uncertainty  of  life. 
Where,  in  the  case  of  leases  for  lives,  the  renewal  is  to 
take  effect  immediately  upon  the  death  of  the  testator, 
the  trustees  must,  in  the  first  place,  have  recourse  to  a 

mort- 
(a)  19  Fes.  69S. 
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1839.        mortgage,  since  no  rents  can  have  accrued;  and  Lord 

J,.     -   ■'  \    Eldon  observes  in  White  v.  White,  that  in  such  a  case 
The  Earl  of 

SHAfTESBUEY  thcre  seems  no  other  mode  of  obtaining  from  the  tenant 
The  Duke  of  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  proportion  of  the  expenses  of  renewal  ac- 
Mari^  cording  to  his  enjoyment,  than  by  compelling  him  to 
give  security  to  that  effect  If  such  security  be  not  given, 
the  remainder-man  could  only  resort  to  the  uncertain 
assets  of  the  tenant  for  life;  and  neitlier  of  these  modes 
is  without  objection. 

In  the  present  case,  the  testator  having  provided 
a  fund  for  the  expenses  of  the  renewal,  by  an  ex- 
pression that  may  be  considered  to  be  ambiguous,  the 
true  intention  of  the  testator  with  respect  to  tiiat  fund 
is  to  be  collected  from  the  whole  will.  His  dis- 
position of  the  leasehold  estates  is  to  the  same  trus- 
tees to  whom  he  had  before  limited  his  freehold  and 
copyhold  property,  and  the  first  trust  declared  is,  that 
the  trustees,  by  and  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  such 
leaseholds,  shall  from  time  to  time  renew  the  several 
leases  as  occasion  may  require,  and  subject  thereto  he 
limits  his  leasehold  property  to  accompany  his  freehold 
and  copyhold  in  the  same  strict  settlement.  The  trust 
as  to  the  renewals,  therefore,  over-rides  all  beneficial 
interest  in  the  leases,  and  such  interest  cannot  take 
efiect  until  this  trust  be  performed ;  and  in  this  respect 
it  is  distinguishable  from  all  other  cases  that  have 
occurred.  The  trust,  therefore,  like  the  expense  of  an 
embankment  referred  to  by  Lord  Thurl<m  in  the  case 
of  Stmie  V.  Theed,  appears  by  the  intention  of  the  tes- 
tator to  be  considered  as  an  incident  to  the  property, 
which  is  from  time  to  time  to  fall  upon  those  who  hap- 
pen to  be  in  possession  of  it  under  the  will. 

An  argument  has  been  urged  here  from  the  circum- 
stance that  the  respective  renewals  became  necessary 

immediately 
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immediately  upon  the  death  of  the  duke,  and  could  not        18Sd. 
possibly  be  supplied  out  of  annual  rents  and  profits,  and    Jl  ^~^  t  - 
that  the  expenses  of  such  renewal  exceeded  the  amount  SaArTESBURY 
of  three  years'  annual  rents  of  the  leaseholds.     If  the    rpj^^  ^'u\ie  of 
trustees  could  not,  in  fact,  have  made  the  arrangement        Marl- 
which  enabled  them  to  delay  the  payment  of  the  fines 
thus  accruing,  until  they  were  provided  for  out  of  the 
annual  rents,  I  incline  to  think  they  would  properly  have 
applied  towards  the  amount  of  the  fines  all  other  annual 
rents  of  freehold  and  copyhold  property  which  the  same 
persons  would  have  been  entided  to  under  the  will,  who 
were  entitled  to  the  leasehold  rents  subject  to  the  fines. 
It  b  obvious  that  leaseholds,  whether  for  lives  or  years, 
are  not  the  proper  subject  of  mortgage,  and  if  the  trus- 
tees had,  in  fact,  been  able  to  mortgage  them  in  order  to 
pay  the  fines,  I  am  of  opinion  that,  under  the  intention 
of  the  testator  to  be  collected  from  this  will,  they  would 
have  been  entided  to  retain  firom  the  tenant  for  life  the 
perception  of  the  annual  rents  and  profits  until  the 
mortgage  was  satisfied. 

The  declaration  of  the  Court  was  to  the  following 
effect:  —  Declare  that  the  Duke  of  Marlborough^  as 
tenant  for  life  of  the  freehold,  copyhold,  and  leasehold 
property  devised  to  him  in  trust  by  the  will  of  the 
testator  his  father,  is  not  entitled  to  any  compensation 
in  respect  of  the  leasehold  rents  which  have  been 
hitherto  applied  in  the  expenses  of  fines  and  renewals ; 
the  Court  being  of  opinion  that  the  Duke  of  Marl^ 
borough  and  the  other  persons  in  remainder  who  shall 
be  successively  in  possession  of  the  same  estates  are 
bound  to  sustain  all  expenses  of  the  several  renewals 
of  the  leases  which,  during  the  period  of  their  enjoy- 
ment respectively,  are  made  necessary  by  the  directions 
of  the  testator's  will. 


On 
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1854. 
March  5. 

Jufyaa. 


1883.  On  a  petition  to  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  which  was 

TheE  "l^f   ^^^^^^^  presented  by  General  St.  Johnj  the  assignee 
Shaftesbury  of  the  Duke  of  Marlborough^  praying  for  the  transfer  to 
The  Duke  of  ^^°^'  ^  ^  trustee  for  the  creditors,  of  the  tialance  of  the 
Marl-       rents  and  profits  of  the  leasehold  estates,  a  reference  was 
BOROUGH,     directed  to  the  Master  to  inquire  in  what  manner  a  fund 
for  the  payment  of  fines  for  future  renewals  might  be 
best  secured,  having  regard  to  the  circumstance  that 
some  of  the  leases  were  held  for  lives  and  some  for 
terms  of  years.     The  Master,  by  his  report,  approved 
of  a  proposal  to  insure  each  of  the  lives  upon  which  the 
leases  were  held  against  the  life  of  the  Duke  of  MarU 
horougk  for  a  sum  sufficient  to  provide  for  future  re- 
newals of  the  respective  leases  in  case  of  any  of  the  lives 
droppmg  during  the  life  of  the  Duke  of  Marlborough^ 
the  annual  premiums  upon  the  policies  to  be  paid  by 
the  receiver  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  leasehold 
estates,  unless  the  same  should  be  paid  by  General  St. 
John  g  and  that  report  was  afterwards,  upon  a  petition 
presented  with  the  concurrence  of  all  parties,  confirmed. 
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1883. 


JONES  V.  NOY.  Rolls. 

Nov.  19. 

"D  Y  articles  of  partnership,  dated  the  16th  ot  February  The  lunacy 
^^  1815,  between  the  Defendant  Noy,  who  carried  on  ^^^^ 
the  business  of  a  solicitor,  and  James  Hardstone^  it.  was  /ocfo  a  dis- 
agreed that  the  partnership  should  continue  for  a  period  ^h^  partner- 

of  twelve  years,  unless  determined  by  either  party  at  the  »hip,  but  is  a 

-  ,  ,  . ,        .        ground  for 

expiration  of  the  first  five  years;  that,  m  consideration  the  dtssolu- 

of  1500/.  paid  by  Hardstone  to  Nqu,  the  former  should  ^^^  ^^  *^« 

.  '^  ^  ^^  other  partner 

be  admitted  to  one  third  share  of  the  business;  that  or  partners 
Noy  should  take  the  charge  of  such  department  of  the  Q^^ti^l 
business  as  he  should  from  time  to  time  elect  to  superin-  decree  of  dis- 
tend ;  and  that  he  should  further  be  at  liberty  to  reside  ^he  ground  of 

at  the  distance  of  ten  miles  from  the  house  in  which  the  '"^  lunacy. 
,      .  .    ,  One  of  two 

business  was  earned  on.  partners  hav- 

ing continued 
the  partner- 
In  May  1824,  Hardstone  became  incapable  of  attend-  ship  business 

ing  to  the  business  in  consequence  of  his  being  afflicted  ^^iSeilw* 

with  insanity;  and  in  August  1826,  he  died  in  a  lunatic  nacy  ofthe 

asylum.     Noy  continued  to  carry  on  the  business  until  having  then 

the  end  of  the  year  1825,  when  he  sold  the  business  to  wW  ^^  busi- 

neiSy  the  re- 

a  person  named  Templar  for  the  sum  of  2000/.  presentative 

of  the  de- 
ceased lunatic 
The  bill  was  filed  by  the  executor  of  Hardstone ;  and  partner  was 

it  prayed  for  an  account  of  the  partnership  transactions  ^(jti^  ^  ^is 
up  to  the  time  at  which  the  business  was  sold,  and  ofthe  share  ofthe 
money  or  other  consideration  received  by  the  Defendant  p^g^p' to 
for  such  sale ;  and  that  one  third  part  of  the  clear  profits  ^^  period  of 
of  the  business,  and  also  of  the  money  or  other  con- 
sideration received  by  the  Defendant  for  the  sale  of  the 
business,  might  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiff. 


Mr. 
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1833.  Mr.  BicJcersUth  and  Mr.  Norton,  for  the  PlaiDtiff. 

The  lunacy  of  a  partner  does  not»  of  itself,  operate  as 
a  dissolution  of  the  partnership.  It  will  aiTord  a  ground 
for  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  if  the  other 
partner  or  partners  think  fit  to  come  to  this  Court  to 
have  the  partnership  dissolved;  but  it  is  in  their 
election  to  take  or  to  abstain  from  that  course,  and  the 
partnership  will  continue,  notwithstanding  the  lunacy, 
if  they  do  not  think  fit  to  adopt  it.  This  is  the 
doctrine  laid  down  by  Lord  Kenyon  in  Sayers  v. 
Bennei{a);  and  it  is  there  said,  that,  when  the  Court 
dissolves  a  partnership  on  the  ground  of  lunacy,  it  does 
not  dissolve  it  with  a  retrospect  to  the  time  of  the 
disorder  commencing,  if  the  continuing  partner  shall 
have  abstained,  for  any  period,  from  coming  to  the 
Court  for  a  dissolution ;  because,  as  the  lunatic's  capital 
had  been  embarked  during  such  continuance  of  the 
business,  he  was  entitled  to  his  share  of  the  profits.  It 
is  not  competent  to  a  partner  to  take  advantage  of  the 
infirmity  with  which  his  co-partner  has  been  visited  by 
the  act  of  God,  and«  after  continuing  the  business  for 
an  indefinite  time  with  the  joint  capital,  to  claim,  from 
the  period  at  which  his  partner's  malady  may  have 
commenced,  the  exclusive  benefit  of  the  profits.  In  the 
present  case,  the  Defendant  Not/  continued  to  carry  on 
the  business  for  a  considerable  time  after  his  partner 
was  a£9icted  with  the  malady.  What  the  represent- 
ative of  the  deceased  partner  seeks,  therefore,  is  to  have 
an  account  of  the  partnership  transactions  up  to  the 
time  at  which  the  business  wns  sold  by  the  continuing 
partner,  and  an  account  of  the  produce  of  such  sale, 
including  what  was  given  by  the  purchaser  for  the 
good-will. 

Mr. 
(a)  1  CojCy  107.     Montagu  on  Partnerships  p.  1 1. 
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Mr.  Pemherton  and  Mr.  Jacobj  for  the  Defendant.  1838. 

In  the  year  1815  the  Defendant  Nay,  being  advanced 
in  years  and  desirous  of  relieving  himself  from  the  labours 
of  his  business,  took  Hardstone  into  partnership ;  and 
the  basis  of  the  articles  of  partnership  was,  that  the 
Defendant  should  live  at  a  distance,  and  that  Hardstone 
should  undertake  the  active  superintendence  of  the 
business.  By  Hardston^s  incapacity,  therefore,  the 
Defendant  was  deprived  of  the  whole  benefit  of  the 
contract.  It  is  true  that  a  temporary  infirmity,  whether 
mental  or  bodily,  with  which  a  partner  may  be  visited, 
does  not  operate  as  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership;  but 
it  is  otherwise  where  the  infirmity  is  permanent,  and  of 
such  a  nature  as  completely  to  disable  the  partner  from 
discharging  his  share  of  the  duties  incident  to  the 
partnership  business.  The  observations  of  Lord  Kenyan 
in  Sayers  v.  Bennet  are  perfectly  consistent  with  the 
principle^  that  the  permanent  incapacity  of  a  partner 
amounts  to  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership;  and 
although  the  lunatic  partner  in  that  case  had  partially 
recovered,  yet  Lord  Kenyan  expressed  a  doubt  how  far 
such  partial  recovery  ought  to  restrain  him  from 
decreeing  a  dissolution.  In  Waters  v.  Taylor  (a).  Lord 
Eldon,  confirming  the  general  doctrine  laid  down  by 
Lord  Kenyan,  observes,  that  '^  if  a  case  had  arisen,  in 
which  it  had  been  clearly  established,  as  far  as  human 
testimony  could  establish,  that  a  party  is  what  is  called 
an  incurable  lunatic,  and  that  he,  by  the  articles, 
contracted  to  be  always  actively  engaged  in  the  partner- 
ship, and  it  was  therefore  as  clear  as  human  testimony 
could  make  it  that  he  could  not  perform  his  contract, 
there  could  be  no  damages  for  the  breach  in  consequence 
of  the  act  of  God ;  but  it  would  be  very  difficult  for  a 
court  of  equity  to  hold  one  man  to  his  contract,  when  it 

was 

(a)  S  F.  4*  i7.  303. 
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1888.  was  perfectly  clear  that  the  other  coald  not  execute  his 
part  of  it''  The  case  here  contemplated  by  Lord  Eldon 
is  precisely  the  case  before  the  Court.  The  deceased 
partner  did  contract  to  be  actively  engaged  in  the 
business,  and  he  did  become,  by  reason  of  his  malady, 
incapable  of  fulfilling  his  contract.  This  is  the  case, 
moreover,  of  a  professional  business,  which  is  distin- 
guishable, according  to  several  recent  decisions,  from  a 
mercantile  business ;  inasmuch  as,  in  the  former  case^ 
the  benefit  of  the  contract  depends  in  a  much  higher 
degree  upon  personal  skill  and  attainments,  and  it  may 
be  impossible  to  compensate  for  the  loss  occasioned  by 
the  infirmity  of  the  partner  who  becomes  incapable  of 
continuing  his  services.  Nothing  could  be  more  in- 
equitable than  that  the  representative  of  the  deceased 
partner  should  be  held  entided  to  an  equal  share  of 
profits  made,  not  by  the  joint  labours  of  both  partners, 
but  by  the  sole  labour  and  the  sole  skill  of  one. 

With  respect  to  the  claim  to  a  share  of  what  is  alleged 
to  have  been  a  consideration  for  the  good-will  of  the 
business,  it  is  established  that  a  court  of  equity  will  not 
recognise  or  support  a  claim  to  good-will  in  a  profes- 
sional business.  The  personal  skill  of  a  solicitor  cannot 
be  transferred ;  the  transfer  of  his  business  cannot,  there- 
fore, in  equity,  be  made  the  subject  of  contract,  nor 
can  his  clients  or  professional  connections  be  assigned 
for  a  pecuniary  consideration.  Farr  v.  Pearce{a)j  Spicer 
V.  James,  (i) 

Mr.  Bickersteth  in  reply. 

It  is  not  denied  that  the  insanity  of  a  partner  is  a 
ground  for  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  but  it  is 

not 

(a)  5  Mad.  78,  (b)  Rolls,  Mich,  term,  1830. 

Caliyer  on  Partnership,  8S. 
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not  ipso  facto  a  dissolution  of  the  partnership;  and  the        18S5. 
question  is,  whether,  as  the  Defendant  has  taken  no  steps     '  .  ^  — ' 
to  procure  a  dissolution,  the  partnership  can  be  con-  o. 

sidered  as  dissolved.     It  is  clear,  according  to  all  the  ' 

authorities,  that  the  mere  temporary  derangement  of  a 
partner  does  not  of  itself  put  an  end  to  the  partnership. 
Suppose  a  bill  were  filed  for  the  dissolution  of  a  partner- 
ship on  the  ground  of  the  lunacy  of  a  partner,  and  the 
lunatic  were  to  recover  before  the  hearing  of  the  cause; 
it  is  clear  that  in  such  a  case  the  Court  could  not  pro- 
nounce a  decree  of  dissolution.  This  was  to  a  certain 
extent  the  case  in  Sayert  v.  Bennett  for  there  the  lunatic 
had  partially  recovered.  The  loss  occasbned  to  the 
continuing  partner  by  reason  of  his  being  deprived  of 
the  benefit  of  his  co-partner's  services  is  a  fit  subject  for 
compensation,  but  not  a  ground  for  dissolution  of  the 
partnership,  if  the  continuance  of  the  partnership  has 
been  acquiesced  in. 

With  respect  to  the  question  as  to  the  good-will,  what 
is  meant  by  an  agreement  for  good-will  in  the  case  of  a 
professional  business  is  not  that  the  retiring  professional 
person  contracts  to  transfer  what  is  incapable  of  being 
made  the  subject  of  transfer,  namely,  his  own  industry 
and  skill ;  but  that  he  contracts  to  use  his  influence  in  re- 
commending the  party  succeeding  him  to  his  clients,  the 
exercise  of  which  influence  may  well  be  made  the  subject 
of  pecuniary  contract.  This  disUnction  was  recognised 
by  Lord  Eldon  in  the  case  of  Bateman  v.  WUlan^  where 
the  good-will  of  a  physician  was  the  subject  of  transfer. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

It  is  clear  upon  principle,  that  the  complete  incapacity 
of  a  party  to  an  agreement  to  perform  that  which  was  a 
condition  of  the  agreement  is  a  ground  for  determining 
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185S.  the  contract  The  bsanity  of  a  partaer  is  a  ground  for 
the  dissolution  of  the  psrfpershipb  bccanie  it  b  koine- 
diafee  incapacity ;  bnt  it  may  not,  in  the  resnitf  prove  to 
be  a  ground  of  dissolution,  for  the  partner  may  recover 
from  his  malady.  When  a  partner,  therefixe,  is  affected 
with  insamty,  the  continuing  partner  mayi  if  he  thmk  fil» 
make  it  a  ground  of  dissolution;  but  in  that  case  I  coo- 
aider  with  Lord  £€nyopt,  that,  in  order  to  make  il  a  ground 
of  dissolution,  be  must  obtain  a  decree  of  the  Court*  If 
he  does  not  apply  to  the  Court  for  a  decree  of  dissolu*^ 
tion,  it  is  to  be  considered  that  he  is  willing  to  wmt  to 
see  whether  the  iocapaoity  of  his  partner  may  not  prove 
merely  temporary.  If  he  carry  on  the  partnership 
business  in  the  expecuUon  diat  his  partner  may  recover 
from  his  insanity,  so  k>ng  as  he  contittues  the  busi- 
ness with  that  expectation  or  hope  there  can  be  no 
dissolution. 

The  question,  therefore,  here  is,  whether  it  is  not 
to  be  considered  that  between  Mmf  1824,  when  Hatdn 
Mone  was  first  afiSMted  with  insanity,  and  1825,  wJien 
the  business  was  sold,  Nty  carried  on  the  business  in 
the  hope  that  the  insanity  of  his  partner  woukl  prove 
only,  temporary,  and  would  not  therefore  render  a  diseo^ 
lotion  neoeasary.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  Nog  did 
oari7  on  the  business  tiU  1825  in  the  hope  of  his  pait^ 
ner's  recovery ;  and  I  am  further  disposed  to  give  to  the 
Plaintifl^  the  representative  ofHardsioney  the  profits  of 
Hardsion^s  share  of  the  partnenhip  up  to  the  period  at 
which  the  business  was  sold. 

With  respect  to  the  questkm  of  good-will,  the  Court 
is  not  in  a'situation  to  decide  it  until  the  facts  of  the 
cose  shall  have  been  ascertained  upon  a  reference  to  the 
Master  to  inquire  what  were  the  terms  made  by  Ncy 
with  the  purchaser  of  the  business. 
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KIRKBY  V.  WRIGHT.  ro!L. 

Jan.  25. 

HE  Defendant  Griffith  Wright,  on  the  1st  day  of        l.  c.* 
Januafy  lSl9j  sold  his  stock  in  trade  and  good    Nbv.23.iS. 
will  in  a  certain  newspaper  concern  to  the  Plaintiffi  for  The  vendor 

a  sum  of  3700/.,  and  the  Plaintiffs  thereupon  executed  "^L^^^ 

^  concern  giia» 

to  the  Defendant  a  joint  and  several  bond  for  the  pay-  ranteed  the 

ment  of  that  sum  by  mstalments.     The  Defendant  ul'eCfne^^ 

signed  a  meaMiraBdum  at  the  foot  of  the  bond  in  the  >old,  and  of 

foUowiag  words  :-^*<  Provided  always,  and  it  is  herdby  ness,  in  which 

agreed,  that  ia  cade  the  whole  concern  sold  by  the  the  purchasers 
^  -^  were  also 

above  naaned   Griffith  Wright  to  the  above  bounden  enga^d,ata 

Tkonun  Kirhhf,   Thomas  Inchbald,  and  WilUam  Gatxh  Ssumt 

tress^  and  the  present  printing  business  of  Messrs^  Inch^  Held,  that 

bald  and  Gawlress  added  to  it,  do  not  produce  a  net  appl^dto'the 

profit  of  4000/.  by  the  said  Ist  day  of  Jufy  1822,  he  the  profits  made 

said  Griffith  Wright,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  adminid*  concerns,  after 

tmtors  shall  and  will  allow  to  them  the  said  Thomas  deducting  the 

interest  al- 
Kirkhfj  Thomas  Jnchbaid,  and  William  Gawtress,  at  that  lowed  on  the 

period,  such  sum  of  money  as  will,  with  the  profit  they  fJJJJhwcapital 

the  said  Thomas  Kirkby,  Thomas  Inchbald,  and  WiUiam  advanced  by 

Gantress  may  make  from  the  said  two  businesses,  amount  f^^  ^e  pur. 

to  and  be  the  dear  profit  of  4000^.  during  that  time.*'       po««  of  carry-' 

ing  on  the 


concerns. 


After  the  1st  day  ofjub/  1822,  the  day  named  in  the 
memorandum,  the  Plaintiffs  and  Defendant  differed  as 
to  the  sum  to  be  paid  by  the  Defendant  to  the  Plains 
tifis  by  virtue  of  the  memorandum,  the  profits  of  the 
two  concerns  not  having  amounted  to  4000/. ;  and  the 
bill  was  filed  by  the  Plaintifis  to  enforce  the  claim  which 
they  made  in  that  respect. 

K  2  At 
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At  the  hearing  of  the  caase,  the  Master  was  directed 
to  take  an  account  of  the  profit  made  by  the  Plaintiffs 
in  the  said  sereral  businesses  up  to  the  Ist  day  of  My 
1822,  and  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  the  Plaintifl^*  de- 
mand on  the  Defendant  in  respect  of  the  memorandum. 

The  Master,  by  his  report,  certified  that  a  sum  of 
1105A  7s.  \d.  was  due  from  the  Defendant  to  the  Piain- 
tiflb  in  that  respect. 

In  taking  the  aeeomit  the  Matter  allowed  to  the 
Plaintiffs  interest  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent,  being  the 
interest  whkh  they  had  paid  on  certain  smns  borrowed 
by  the  partnership,  and  also  on  certain  sums  advanced 
by  individual  partners  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on 
their  businesses,  and  he  deducted  the  amount  of  such 
interest  from  the  gross  profit 

The  Defendant  took  an  exception  to  the  report  on 
account  of  this  allowance,  so  far  as  it  related  to  the 
interest  upon  advances  made  by  the  partners  them* 
selves. 

Mr.  Peinberton  and  Mr.  Barber^  in  support  of  the 
exception,  submitted,  that  the  expressbn  '^  net  profit" 
must,  in  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  be  taken  to  mean 
the  difference  between  the  monies  actually  expended  and 
the  amount  of  the  returns.  It  was  plain,  from  the  na- 
ture of  the  agreement,  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  to  under- 
take to  conduct  the  business  with  the  capital  and  stock 
then  invested  in  it 

The  counsel  for  the  Plaintiffs  were  not  called  upon 
to  argue  the  question. 


The 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 
Tie  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  argument  of  the  Defendant's  counsel  would  have 
much  weight  if  the  term  *^  profit*'  only  were  found  in 
the  agreement,  but  the  expression  is  '^  net  profit,"  and 
this  interest  is  a  charge  which  must  be  deducted  before 
the  profit  can  be  considered  to  be  net.  In  order  to 
arriYe  at  the  intention  of  parties  to  an  agreementi  effect 
must  be.given  to  every  word. 


The  Drfeodant  presented    an   appeal  against   bis        is^- 
Honor  s  decisuin. 

The  Aitomaf^Qeneral  (Sir  W.  Home\  and  Mr.  Bar^ 
beTj  in  support  of  the  appeal. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  below  was  founded  solely 
upon  the  expression  **  net  profit,**  as  if  that  were  some* 
thing  different  from  ordinary  profits.  The  distinction, 
however,  is  fallacious ;  for  whatever  may  be  the  case  in 
calculations  as  between  partners  themselves,  every  thing 
derived  from  a  business  is  to  be  considered  as  profit 
with  reference  to  third  parties.  The  returns  yielded  by 
a  capital  embarked  in  a  trade  equally  constitute  the 
profits  of  the  trade,  whether  they  fall  short  of  or  exceed 
the  amount  of  interest  which  the  trader  may  have  to 
pay  for  the  use  of  that  capital  if  he  borrows  it,  or  which, 
if  the  capital  be  his  own,  he  might  obtain  by  lending  it 
to  another.  A  merchant  whose  gains  upon  a  capital  of 
10,000/.  amount  to  SOOL  a  year,  is  correctly  said  to 
draw  a  profit  of  8  per  cent,  from  his  business,  although 
upon  the  principle  of  the  decision  under  appeal,  his 
profits  ought  to  be  rated  at  S  per  cent  only;  and  if  the 
800/.  be  a  clear  sum  afler  paying  the  salaries  of  his 
clerks  and  the  other  expenses  of  his  mercantile  establish- 

K  tf  ment, 
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1838.  ment,  that  will  be  the  amount  of  his  net  profits.    It  was 

KiBKBT  ^  ^°®^*  ^^^  charges  of  the  latter  description  only  that 

V.  the  expression  **  net  profit**  in  the  memorandum  was 


Wmoht. 


intended  to  apply.  To  construe  the  agreement  other- 
wise, would  be  to  place  Mr.  Wright  entirely  at  the 
Plaintiffi*  mercy.  By  borrowing  additional  sums  from 
others,  or  advancing  them  from  their  own  resources^ 
the  purchasers  might,  at  their  discretion,  enlarge  their 
concerns  to  an  indefinite  extent;  while  the  risk  and 
responsibility  of  such  a  proceeding  would  be  thrown 
indirectly  on  Mr.  Wright^  who  would  thus  in  efiect  be 
held  bound  to  provide  whatever  capital  they  might  con- 
sider necessary  in  order  to  carry  on  their  trade. 

Sir  E.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Hayter^  contri. 

It  can  make  no  difference  in  estimating  the  net  profit 
of  a  trade,  whether  the  computation  is  to  be  made  as 
between  partners  themselves,  or  as  between  them  and  a 
third  party.  In  either  case  the  interest  paid  by  the 
concern  upon  monies  borrowed  from  strangers,  or 
(which  is  substantially  the  same  thing)  allowed  upon 
advances  made  by  individual  partners,  must  be  first 
taken  into  the  account  and  deducted  from  the  returns, 
before  the  net  profit  can  be  reached.  The  interest 
allowed  upon  such  advances  forms  as  much  an  item  in 
the  necessary  expenditure  of  the  concern  as  the  ordinary 
costs  and  charges  incident  to  its  management.  The 
very  circumstance,  that  no  exception  has  been  taken  to 
the  sums  allowed  by  the  Master  in  respect  of  the  interest 
on  monies  borrowed  from  third  parties  for  the  pur- 
{K>se  of  carrying  on  these  concerns,  is  a  tacit  admission 
on  the  Defendant's  part,  that  the  purchasers  were  to  be 
at  liberty  to  increase  the  capital  originally  embarked  in 
them,  provided  such  increase  were  made  bondjide ;  and 
in  point  of  principle,  sums  lent  by  strangers,  and  sums 

advanced 
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adfMoed  by  members  of  Ae  partnenh^  oat  of  their       1898« 
private  resources,  most  stand  on  precisely  the  sasfee     ^      - 
footing.     There  is  no  suggestion  here  that  the  sums  ^ 

■pen  which  interest  is  dakned  have  been  oolourably  or  V»»*« 
inpraperly  adtsttced.  Nan  cmuM  Ihat  but  for  the  ap- 
plicatiOB  of  the  new  capital)  the  amoudt  of  net  profit 
might  not  have  beeh  greatly  less  than  it  has  proved, 
Otk  the  €OBtnary»  the  presnmption  must  be^  that  the 
eiNioerns  faiive  been  largely  benefitedt  end  the  rate  oC 
profit  increased)  by  the  additional  capital  employed ;  and 
if  that  be  the  case,  it  would  be  in  the  last  degree  mon- 
strous and  unjust  that  the  Defendant  should  reap  the 
whole  of  tlw  advantage  whidi  has  resulted  solely  freoi 
the  sagacity  and  enterprise  of  the  purchasers. 


The  Lord  Chancellor.  Nov.  2s. 

It  is  peculiarly  necessary,  in  a  case  of  this  description, 
to  examine  what  was  the  real  nature  of  the  transaction, 
and  what  it  was  that  the  parties  intended  to  effect  by  the 
proviso. 

Mr.  J^ght  had  sold  to  Messrs.  Kirkby  and  Co.,  then 
carrying  on  the  business  of  printers,  the  concern  of  a 
newspaper,  to  be  paid  for  by  instalments.  To  the  bond  for 
securing  those  instalments  is  added  a  proviso^  to  be  taken 
as  an  agreement,  the  plain  purpose  of  which  is  to  gua- 
rantee a  certain  amount  of  profit  upon  the  concern  sold. 
As  the  purchasers  had  their  own  printing  concern  besides, 
and  as  from  the  nature  of  the  thing  the  two  concerns 
were,  of  necessity,  to  be  carried  on  together,  so  that  the 
accounts  of  their  profits  could  hardly  be  kept  separate, 
it  was  equally  necessary  that  the  guarantee  should  cover 
and  apply  to  the  amount  both  of  the  former  trade  of  the 
purchasers  and  of  the  new  concern  they  were  about  to 

K  4  embark 
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1B8S.       embark  in.     Bat  it  was  clearly  the  profits  of  the  latter 
which  formed  the  object  of  the  guahmtee  by  the  vendor. 

This  ooDcem,  then,  was  warranted  profitable  up  to  a 
certain  amount  What  concern?  at  what  time?  and  in 
what  state  ?  Manifestly  the  concern  sold — at  the  time  of 
the  parchase— -and  in  the  state  in  which  it  then  was.  To 
put  another  construction  upon  the  guarantee  would  be 
doing  great  violence  to  the  plain  import  of  the  whok 
transaction.  Mr.  Wright  was  simply  saying,  <<  You  who 
have  bought  my  newspaper  shall  be  secure  of  making 
4000/.  net  profit  by  it  in  the  course  of  the  first  three 
years  and  a  half  of  your  possession,  including  the  net 
profit  of  your  (nrinting  business,  which  you  will  naturally 
blend  with  it'' 

In  estimating  this  profit,  of  course  no  deduction  what- 
ever was  to  be  made  for  interest  of/he  capital  invested 
in  the  purchase.  The  seller  was  guaranteeing  the  value 
of  that  purchase,  the  profits  of  that  capital  so  invested. 
He  was  undertaking  to  make  that  capital  yield  so  much 
as,  with  the  printing  profits,  should  amount  to  the  sum 
of  4000/.  up  to  My  1822. 

But  if  any  new  capital  was  invested,  the  interest  of 
that  capital  was  another  and  a  separate  matter.  Such 
interest  must  be  deducted  from  the  profits,  in  order  to 
get  at  the  guaranteed  profits  of  the  concern  sold.  If 
not,  this  absurd  consequence  would  follow,  that  if  a 
large  additional  sum  were  brought  into  the  concern— 
whether  borrowed  or  advanced  by  the  partners  them- 
selves can  make  no  difference — if  the  ordinary  interest  of 
that  sum  were  received  fi*om  the  concern  and  no  more 
profit  made  upon  it ;  nay,  if  the  whole  concern  were  only 
to  yield  4  or  5  per  cent,  upon  that  and  the  original  pur« 
chase-money  also,   the  guarantee  might  be  satisfied, 

Mr, 
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Mr.  Wright  adding  to  the  net  profits  of  the  concern  as 
sold  the  profits  of  the  new  capital.  And  thus  the  gua- 
rantee would  turn  out  to  be  a  guarantee  of  common  legal 
interest;  in  other  words,  would  be  good  for  nothing,  and 
be  the  very  reverse  of  what  it  was  intended  to  be. 


188S. 


The  acting  of  the  parties  is  consistent  with  the  con- 
struction adopted  by  the  Master,  and  aids  that  construc- 
tion. But  my  opinbn  is  formed  upon  the  nature  of  the 
transaction  and  upon  the  words  of  the  proviso  <*  whole 
concern  sold,*"  <*  net  profit,"  <<  clear  profit''  There  is 
no  occasion  to  lay  down  any  general  rule  os  to  the  effect 
of  the  expresuon  <<  net  profit.''  It  would,  indeed,  be 
preposterous  to  speak  of  such  an  expression  as  having 
an  inflexible  sense. 

lliere  may  be  cases  in  which  the  use  of  such  ex- 
pressions would  not  exclude  the  interest  of  capital  from 
the  calculation  of  profit  Indeed,  in  this  case,  from  the 
plain  meaning  of  the  instrument,  the  interest  of  the 
capital  invested  in  the  purchase  is  excluded,  although 
very  possibly  the  parties  in  their  accounts  kept  with 
each  other,  entered  a  sum  for  interest  of  that  capital,  as 
well  as  of  any  additional  sums  borrowed  for,  or  other- 
wise brought  into  the  concern. 


The  appeal  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 
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Xav.  19.25.  FOLEY  DL  PARRY. 

Whereatej.  TM^rjLLIAM  PARRY,  by  his  wUl  duly  attested, 
tator  gave  bis     'T     _     .     -    ,  .  .  '      ^  a       ^        '       ♦k 

real  estates,  devised  his  maiisioii^hoiise  and  estates    in    the 

SdiJ^'^pro-  P*™^  ofKiucheder  Co  trustees  and  their  hein,  to  the 

perty  to  his      «se  of  Jane  Pony,  the  taaCator^s  wtfev  fi>r  li^  without 

\Hth  re^    ^     impeachment  of  waste»  and  after  her  decease  to  the  use 

inmnder  to  an  ^f  his  great  nephew  WUliam  WsMtr  Foletfy  described  as 

nephew  for      the  son  of  the  (estator^s  late  nephew  William  Folq^  (or 

life;  a  state*    jj^  without  ioipeachaient  of  waste;  reoMinder  lo  his 

ment  m  the         ^  " 

will  that  it       issue  suocessively  in  tail,  with  an  ttltimate  renuunder  to 

d^lw*wi!h  ^omas  MeU  in  fee.    The  testator  next  procce4«l  to 

and  request  give  directions  to  the  trustees  for  the  sale  of  the  estates^ 

and  the  in-^  ^^  ^"''y  portion  <if  them,  with  the  consent  of  the  wib|  and 

(ant's  srsnd-  for  (he  application  of  the  proceeds  of  soch  sale^   He  then 

superintend  bequeathed  all  his  plate^  linen,  china,  books,  household 

^  th^^&*?  goods,  furniture,  and  fiirming  stock,  in  and  about  his 

education,  so  said  mansion,  to  his  said  wife  for  her  own  use  afaso* 

foT^nyir  *"^y^  "*^  ■**'  P^"8  ^*^^®"  pecuniary  legacies, 
spectable  pro.  charged  upon  his  residuary  estate^  he  gave  and  bo* 
^^oyment^  qncBthed  all  hb  residuary  estate,  both  real  and  personal^ 
was  held,  to  his  executors,  upon  trust  to  convert  the  same  into 
cumstances,  *  money ;  and  after  payment  thereout  of  his  funeral  and 

and  upon  the  testamentary  expenses  and  debts,  to  invest  tlie  surplus 
effect  of  the  .        '^       ^  .      '      ,  ,,..,. 

whole  instru-    on  real  or  government  security,  and  pay  the  dividends 

T°^'  'the  ^^  ^^  ^'^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  '"^  ^"^  ^^'  ^^^  decease,  on 
maintenance  trust  as  to  the  capital,  for  the  absolute  use  of  the  said 
of thSnfonr  WaUam  WaUer  Foley,  to  be  paid  or  transferred  to  him  at 
upon  the  in-  twenty-one.  The  will  then  contained  this  clause :  — -*'  It 
by^etes-  ^  ^7  particular  wish  and  request,  that  ray  dear  wife 
^nd^/th''^^^  and  WaUer  WiUiams,  Esq.,  the  grandbther  of  the  said 
will.  William  WaUer  FoUy^  will  superintend  and  take  care  of 

his  education,  so  as  to  fit  him  for  any  respectable 
profession  or  employment.''     The  will  also  contained 

various 


CA6E8  IN  CHANCERY.  189 

various  other  direcdons  and  provisions,  which  were  18  S3, 
expressed  in  formal  and  tedinical  language;  and  it 
concluded  by  nominating  the  testator's  wife  and  B.  C 
Williams  his  executrix  and  executor.  Walter  Williams 
took  no  benefit  under  the  will ;  and,  except  in  the  clause 
above  stated,  his  name  was  not  mentioned  in  any  part 
of  it 

The  testator  died  in  Nooember  1813,  leaving  Wil- 
liam Waiter  Foky^  then  an  infrnt;  and  WiUiam  Walier 
FoUy^  some  time  afterwards  filed  his  bill  against  the 
ezecoton  and  trustees,  praying,  among  other  things, 
a  declaration  that,  upon  the  true  construction  of  the 
will,  he  ought  to  have  been  maintained  and  educated, 
so  aa  to  fit  him  for  a  respectable  profession,  out  of  the 
annual  proceeds  of  the  testator's  estate,  devised  to  the 
widow  for  life,  or,  at  least,  out  of  the  capital  of  the 
residuaiy  estate. 

It  appeared  firom  the  evidence  in  the  cause  that,  in 
the  year  1810,  the  testator,  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
Plaintiff's  maternal  grandfather  Walter  Williams^  the 
Plaintiff's  fiither  having  then  recently  gone  to  India^ 
placed  the  Plaintiff  at  school,  and  continued  to  take 
charge  of  his  education  up  to  Midsummer  1813,  and 
that  the  expenses  of  the  education,  with  the  exception 
of  some  small  sums  for  clothes  (which  were  paid,  as  the 
answer  stated,  out  of  the  testator's  own  pocket)  were 
defrayed  out  of  a  sum  of  190/.,  left  in  the  hands  of  the 
testator  by  the  Plaintiff's  father  immediately  before  his 
departure  from  England  $  that  the  exact  amount  of  the 
various  disbursements  on  this  account  were  regularly 
entered  to  his  credit  by  the  testator  in  an  account  book 
which  was  proved  in  the  cause,  and  in  which  he  debited 
himself  with  the  sum  deposited,  and  took  credit  for  the 
several  items  of  his  expenditure,  and  that  there  was  still 
of  that  money  in  his  hands,  remaining  unapplied  at 

the 
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1833.        the  time  of  his  death,  a  considerable  sum,  whichi  on  the 

*      -  - '     application  of  Walter  Williams^  was  paid  over  to  the 

9.  latter  by  the  executors. 

Paret. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  cause^  the  Vice-Chancellor 
made  a  declaration,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  be 
maintained  and  educated  out  of  the  rents,  profits,  and 
annual  income  of  the  testator's  real  and  personal  estates 
from  the  decease  of  the  testator  up  to  the  age  of  twenty- 
one,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  fit  him  for  any  respectable 
profession  or  employment,  regard  being  had  to  the 
fortune  given  him  by  the  will,  and  which  he  was  entitled 
to,  expectant  on  the  death  of  the  testator's  widow,  (a) 

Mrs.  Parry  appealed  against  thb  part  of  his  Honor's 
decree. 

Mr.  Knight  and  Mr.  Duchsorth^  in  support  of  the 
appeal. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  clause,  stating  it  to  be 
the  testator's  particular  wish  and  request,  that  his  dear 
wife  and  the  Plaintiff's  grandfather  should  superintend 
and  take  care  of  the  Plaintiff's  education,  so  as  to  fit  him 
for  any  respectable  profession  or  employment,  creates  a 
trust  as  against  the  widow  for  the  benefit  of  the  tenant 
for  life  in  remainder  during  his  minority.  For  the 
purpose  of  determining  this  question,  it  is  proper  to  con- 
sider the  general  frame  and  character  of  this  will,  as  well 
as  the  particular  clause  upon  which  the  Plaintiff  relies*  ^ 
Now  the  will  is  a  formal  instrument,  obviously  pre- 
pared by  a  conveyancer,  and  containing  a  great  variety 
of  special  limitatTons  and  provisions  skilfully  and  tech- 
nically drawn.  If  the  testator  had  meant  to  cast  such  a 
burthen  on  bis  widow,  would  he  not  have  said  so  in 
direct  and  express  terms  ?    WHiy  should  he  have  left 

a  matter 
(41}  5  Sim.  138. 
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a  matter  of  such  importance  to  depend  upon  an  infer-  183S. 
ence,  and  that,  too,  an  inference  of  the  most  doubtful 
kind?  Mrs.  Parry^  who  is  the  more  immediate  and 
natural  object  of  his  bounty,  herself  takes,  like  the  Plain- 
tjfl^  a  mere  life  interest  in  the  devised  estates  and  in  the 
residuary  property.  The  result  of  his  Honor's  decision, 
if  carried  into  effect,  will  be  to  cut  down  the  amount  of 
the  income  which  the  testator  allowed  for  his  widow 
from  a  liberal  to  a  very  moderate  provision,  especially 
in  the  later  years  of  the  PlaintifTs  minority,  during 
which  large  sums  have  been  claimed  and  allowed  for 
the  purpose  of  completing  his  education,  and  paying  a 
heavy  apprentice  fee  to  advance  him  in  a  profession. 

With  respect  to  the  construction  of  the  clause  itself 
there  can  be  no  doubt  upon  the  general  doctrine,  that 
words  of  mere  recommendation  may  create  a  trust,  pro- 
vided all  the  requisites  are  to  be  found  concurring  in 
the  clause  relied  upon  for  that  purpose.  These  are, 
first,  that  the  words  shall  import  trust  and  not  simply 
request;  secondly,  that  the  property  which  is  to  be  the 
subject-matter  of  the  trust  shall  be  clearly  defined ;  and, 
tliirdly,  that  the  objects  of  the  trust  shall  be  distinctly 
^peciBed;  Crum/s  v.  Colman[a)j  Wright  v.  Atkyns.{b) 
The  clause  under  consideration  is  defective  in  every 
one  of  these  particulars.  In  the  first  place,  how  can  it 
be  said  that  any  trust  is  here  imposed  ?  Who  are  to  be 
the  trustees  ?  As  far,  at  least,  as  Walter  Williams  is  con* 
cerned,  the  passage  relied  upon  is  no  more  than  the 
expression  of  a  wish,  and  certainly  a  very  natural  wish, 
that  Mr.  Williams  would  look  after  the  education  of  his 
grandson.  But  that  gentleman  takes  no  benefit  under 
the  will,  and  cannot,  therefore,  be  affected  by  any  appeal 
of  this  kind  farther  than  his  own  sense  of  propriety  may 
dictate.    H<)w  then  is  it  possible  to  consider  the  clause 

as 
(a)  9  rr<.919.  {h)  1  Turn.  ^  Rums.  H3. 
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16SS.  obligation' to  falfil  to  the  extent  of  her  means  the  wuhes 
of  the  donor.  There  is  no  charge  upon  the  capital  of 
the  fand,  nor  even  upon  the  interest  of  the  widow  di- 
rectly; but  the  required  act  is  to  be  done  by  the  aid 
and  out  of  the  property  coming  to  the  person  upon 
whom  the  duty  is  imposed. 

Mr.  Khightf  in  reply. 


Nov,  S5.  The  Lord  Chancellor. 

The  question  in  this  case  arises  not  so  much  upon  the 
construction  of  the  words  in  the  disputed  dausci  because 
if  these  stood  alone  and  the  Court  were  called  upon  to 
pronounce  whether  or  not  they  amoupted  to  a  charge 
upon  the  life  interest  given  to  the  widow  in  fiivour  of 
the  nephew,  for  the  expense  of  his  maintenance  and  edu- 
cation,  and  settlement  in  a  profession,  it  would  be  im- 
possible to  say  that  of  themselves  they  were  sufficient  for 
that  purpose.  The  Plaintiff's  grandfather,  who  takes 
nothing  under  the  will,  is  joined  with  the  wife,  and  the 
words  of  wish  and  request  are  addressed  to  both  equally. 
The  words,  too,  though  abundantly  strong  as  regards  the 
requisition,  are  feeble  as  regards  maintenance ;  and  are 
susceptible,  though  barely  susceptible,  of  a  different  con- 
struction; namely,  as  intended  only  to  entrust  the  widow^ 
and  grandfather  with  a  general  superintendence  in  the 
nature  of  guardianship,  which  by  law  the  testator  could 
not  formally  and  absolutely  create. 

But  the  Court  is  not  confined  to  the  particular  clause. 
It  is  entitled  to  look  through  the  whole  instrument;  and 
if  it  appears  from  the  whole  that  the  maker  of  it  could 
have  had  but  one  intention,  that  is  to  say,  if  he  cannot, 
without  straining  after  a  bare  possibility,  be  supposed 
to  have  had  any  other  meaning  in  the  words  used  than 

to 
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to  express  a  wish  or  desire  that  the  deyisee  should  per- 
form a  given  duty  by  means  of  the  fund  given,  that  fund 
is  as  much  affected  with  a  trust  as  if  the  most  precise 
and  formal  words  had  been  employed.  It  is  impossible 
to  read  this  will  and  weigh  the  whole  of  its  contents 
without  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  the  testator  wished, 
that  is,  directed  his  nephew  to  be  maintained  and  edu- 
cated by  his  wife;  and  I  think  he  only  comprehended 
the  grandfather  in  the  recommendation  with  a  view  to 
obtaining  for  his  widow  the  assistance  of  that  male  rela- 
tive of  the  infant  in  performing  those  offices,  the  expense 
of  which  the  widow  was  to  pay  out  of  her  legacy. 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  the  precatory  words  are  as 
strong  as  in  almost  any  of  the  cases  on  the  subject,  and 
much  more  precijse  than  in  most  of  them.  The  cases  of 
Mason  v.  LdnUmry  (a),  Harding  v.  Gfyn  (6),  Pierscm  v. 
Oamet  (c),  Brown  v.  Higgs  (d),  and  many  others  which 
might  be  referred  to,  sufficiently  prove  that  such  expres- 
sions as  '^desire,''  *^  request,**  >**  recommend,"  nay,  even 
**  anthorise  and  empower,"  are  sufficient  to  impose  an 
obligation  which  this  Court  will  enforce. 

The  last-mentioned  case  was  the  subject  of  very  great 
discussion ;  and  after  being  fully  considered  at  the  Rolls 
by  Lord  Aloanley,  it  was  heard  before  Lord  Eldan  on 
appeal,  and  was  finally  decided  in  the  House  of  Lords. 
The  question,  whether  the  words  there  employed  gave  a 
power,  which,  having  been  unexecuted,  the  Court  could 
not  execute,  or  created  a  trust  which  the  Court  would 
cause  to  be  performed,  was  argued,  not  upon  the  clause 
ilself,  but  upon  the  whole  context  and  circumstances  of 
the  will,  as  were,  indeed,  many  of  the  other  cases  from 

TAe 

(c)  Cited  in  Ambler,  p.  4.  [d)  4   Vcs,  708.    5  Feg.  495. 

lb)  1  Atk.  469.  8  Vet.  561. 

(c)  2  Bro,  C.  C,  38.  226 
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I8SS.  The  Duke  of  Marlborough  v.  Lord  Godolphin{a)  down- 
wards ;  and  although  the  import  of  the  words  themselves, 
as  far  as  regards  the  question  whether  they  are  man- 
datory or  not,  in  the  present  instance,  is  qaite  plain 
enough  without  going  to  the  rest  of  the  instrument ;  yet 
recourse  must  be  had  to  the  context  and  circumstances 
here,  as  in  those  cases,  for  the  purpose  of  discovering 
the  object  to  which  the  directions  were  pointed;  and 
from  them  it  is  clear,  that  this  could  have  been  no  other 
than  maintenance  and  education,  until  the  in&nts  should 
attain  majority  and  be  settled  in  a  respectable  profession. 
Lord  Redesdale  observes  in  a  very  distinct  statement  of 
the  doctrine  of  the  Court  on  this  subject  in  Caty  v. 
Caiy  (6),  that  if  the  objects  to  which  a  will  refers  are  so 
defined  that  a  Court  can  act  upon  the  desire  expressed, 
then  words  of  desire  are  imperative  upon  the  person  to 
whom  they  are  addressed ;  and  the  objects  are  here,  as 
gathered  from  the  words  and  the  context  and  circum- 
stances disclosed  on  the  face  of  the  will,  not  superin- 
tendence merely  of  education,  while  the  infant  starved  to 
whom  the  absolute  property  is  given  in  reversion  ex- 
pectant upon  the  widow's  life  interest;  but  superin- 
tendence and  taking  care  of  his  education  so  as  to  fit 
him  for  a  respectable  profession,  in  all  which  his  sup- 
port must  be  comprehended. 

I  have  therefore  come  to  the  same  conclusion  as  his 
Honor,  not  intending  by  any  means  to  say,  what  no 
one  can  indeed  maintain,  that  education  by  itself  im- 
plies always  maintenance,  or  that  superintendence  by 
itself  implies  support,  or  even  that  "  taking  care,'* 
though  much  stronger  in  this  sense,  must  needs  signify  in 
every  case  defraying  all  expenses ;  but  that,  in  the  present 
instance,  there  is  no  rational  way  of  construing  the  will 
except  by  giving  such  a  meaning  to  those  expressions. 

I  have 
(a)  S  Fes.  sen.  61.  (h)  3  Sch,  4*  Lef.  179. 
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I  have  examined  all  the  cases,  nith  the  view  of  finding        1AS3. 
if  there  was  any  one  that  could  be  deemed  repugnant  to 
the  construction  which  his  Honor  has  here  adopted, 
and  I  find  none  of  them  opposed  to  that  constructioni 
and  many  confirmatory  of  it. 


BRITTAIN  V.  FLEMING.  Rolls. 

Nov.  18. 

npHE  testatrix,  Maiy  Smithy  being  seised  of  an  un-  A  tesutrix 
•*    divided  third  part  of  an  estate  in  houses,  to  which  f^j^^  ^f^ ' 
her  two  sisters  were  entitled  in  other  undivided  third  Ap<i  the  sur- 
parts,  and  Joseph  Brittain,  the  husband  of  the  Plaintifi^,  an^annuitv^' 
being  employed  by  the  three  sisters  as  receiver  of  the  ^^'  during 
rents  of  the  whole  estate,  the  testatrix  made  a  codicil  to  tive  lives,  in 
her  will  in  the  following  words: — "And  my  mind  ^^ijV"^' 
and  will  are,  that  in  case  the  said  Joseph  Brittain^  who  incapable  to 
now  collects  the  rents  of  the  Newington  estate,  the  pro-  discharged  ^" 
perty  of  my  late  father,  shall  become  incapable  to  collect,  from  collect- 
or sliall  be  discharged  from  collecting  the  said  rents,  llf^ii  p^^ular 

then  and  in  such  case  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  him  estate;  the 
,    ,.  ./.     -.^  1     .  .  -  annuiiy  to 

and   his   present  wife  Margaret^  and    the  survivor  of  commence 

them,  one  clear  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of  100/.  during  ■"**  hecome 
their  respective  natural  lives,  which  annuity  I  hereby  from  the  first 
direct  to  be  paid  quarterly,  to  commence  and  become  aft^her  die- 
payable  on  the  first  quarter  day  following  my  decease,  cease,  or  after 
or  on  the  first  quarter  day  after  the  said  Joseph  Brittain  c^se^io  coU 

shall  cease  to  collect  the  said  rents,  as  the  case  may  be."  jcft  the  rents. 

The  husband 
surviYed  the 
Joseph  Brittain  survived  the  testatrix,  and  died  soon  |,^tatrix,  but 
afterwards,  having  continued  in  the  office  of  receiver  up  afterwards, 
to  the  time  of  his  death.     The  question  in  the  cause  {\^^  ^^"^ 
was,  whether  the  plaintiff,  his  widow  Margaret  Brittain^  ceive  the  rents 
who  survived  him,  was  entitled  under  the  will  of  the  xhe  wife » 
testatrix  to  the  annuity  of  100/.  during  her  life.  entitled  to  the 

To  Till       annuity  of 

L  2  Mr.  100/.  for  her 

life. 
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183S.  Mr.  Bickersteth  and  Mr.  Koe^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

It  is  clear  that  this  testatrix  meant  her  bounty  to  take 
effect  in  favour  of  the  receiver  and  his  wife  during  their 
respective  lives,  in  whatever  way  the  services  of  the  re- 
ceiver might  determine.  The  annuity  is  to  be  paid  to 
the  wife  if  she  survive  her  husband,  and  the  payment  is 
to  commence  the  first  quarter  day  after  the  husband  has 
been  discharged,  or  has  become  incapable,  or  ceased  to 
collect.  Has  he  not  ceased  to  collect,  and  is  not  death 
incapacity  to  act?  The  testatrix  has  contemplated  the 
possibility  of  his  being  discharged  from  the  situation 
of  receiver  by  her  surviving  sisters,  and  as  she  has  made 
a  provision  for  him  and  his  wife  in  the  event  which  sup- 
poses the  less  meritorious  consideration  for  her  bounty, 
is  it  probable  that  she  intended  to  deprive  the  widow 
of  the  annuity  in  the  event  of  there  being  a  stronger 
claim  upon  her  bounty  by  reason  of  the  husband  having 
died  in  the  service  of  the  family  ? 

Mr.  21nney  and  Mr.  Spence,  contra. 

The  question  is  not,  whether  the  event  which  has 
happened  gives  the  widow  a  stronger  claim  to  the  bounty 
of  the  testatrix,  but  whether  the  testatrix  contemplated 
and  provided  for  that  event.  The  annuity  is  not  given 
to  the  widow  at  all  events;  she  is  to  take  after  her 
husband,  and  the  husband  was  to  take  in  two  events, 
neither  of  which  has  happened.  He  did  not  become 
incapable  to  collect,  and  he  was  never  discharged. 
Death,  and  incapacity  to  act  are  distinguished  in  legal 
language,  as  in  the  common  clauses  of  conveyances  pro- 
viding for  new  trustees :  they  are  no  less  distinguished 
in  common  parlance,  and  were  certainly  not  confounded 
by  this  testatrix.  Death,  no  doubt,  includes  incapacity 
to  act ;  but  to  say  that  the  incapacity  to  act,  contem- 
plated 
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plated  by  this  testatrix,  includes  death,  is  to  argue  that 
the  less  contains  the  greater. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  true  intention  of  the  testatrix  appears  to  be,  that 
when  the  profits  of  the  office  of  receiver  should  cease, 
Joseph  BriUaifij  if  living,  or  his  wife  if  surviving  him, 
should  enjoy  the  annuity  given  by  the  testatrix  in  lieu 
of  those  profits,  and  the  Plaintifi*  is,  therefore,  entitled 
to  the  annuity  during  her  life. 


1833. 


SHERRATT  v.  BENTLEY. 

nnHE  will  of  William  Harrison^  so  far  as  it  is  mate- 
rial, was  in  the  following  words:  —  **  First,  I  direct 
the  payment  of  all  my  just  debts,  funeral  expenses,  and 
the  charges  of  proving  this  my  will,  and  nlso  the  legacy 
of  my  sister,  Sarah  Stonier^  for  her  life,  and  afterwards 
to  her  son  Jehn^  under  my  late  father's  will,  when  the 
same  shall  become  due  and  payable.  Also  I  give  and 
bequeatli  unto  my  executors  hereinafter  named  the  sum 
of  400/.,  upon  trust  that  they,  or  the  survivor  of  them, 
their  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  do  and  shall 
put  and  place  the  same  out  to  interest  on  government 
or  such  other  security  or  securities  as  they  shall  think 
proper,  and  do  and  shall  pay  and  apply  the  interest, 
dividends,  and  produce  of  the  said  sum  of  400/.  to  Heti-' 
rietta  Slater ^  daughter  oi  Ann  Robotham,  for  and  during 
the  term  of  her  natural  life ;  and  from  and  after  her 
decease,  then  I  give  and  divide  the  said  sani  of  400/.  to 
and  amongst  all  and  every  of  the  lawful  child  or  children 
of  the  said  Henrietta  Slater,  share  and  share  alike,  when 

L  3  and 
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Kov,  22. 

Dec,  2.21. 

1854. 

L.C. 

Nov.  5,  6,  7. 

If  the  general 
intention  of  a 
testator  can 
be  collected 
upon  the 
whole  will, 
particular 
terms  used, 
which  are 
inconsistent 
with  that  in- 
tention, may 
be  rejected  as 
introduced  by 
the  testator's 
mistake  or 
ignorance  of 
the  force  of 
the  words 
used. 

Where  the 
latter  part  of 
a  will  18  in- 
consistent 
with  a  prior 
part,  the  latter 
part  will  pre- 
vail. 
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18SS.  and  at  such  time  as  such  child  or  children  shall  severally 
attiun  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  in  case  any  of 
them  shall  die  before  his  or  her  legacy  shall  become  due 
and  payable,  leaving  lawful  issue,  such  issue  to  take  and 
be  entitled  to  their  parents'  part  or  share.  But  in  case 
the  said  Henrietta  Slater  shall  depart  this  life  without 
leaving  lawful  issue,  then  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath 
the  said  sum  of  400/.  unto  my  loving  wife  Margaret 
Harrison^  to  dispose  of  the  same  in  what  way  and  in 
such  manner  as  she  may  think  proper.  I  give,  devise, 
and  bequeath  unto  my  said  wife  Margaret  Harrison  the 
messuage  or  tenement  situate  at  Doveridge,  in  the  said 
county  of  Derby^  with  the  hereditaments  and  appur- 
tenances thereunto  belonging,  which  I  lately  purchased 
of  Mr.  Joseph  Sadler^  and  all  other  my  real  estates 
whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  and  also  all  my  household 
goods,  furniture,  implements  of  household,  the  stock 
upon  my  farm,  as  well  quick  as  dead,  and  also  my 
ready  money,  monies  out  upon  securities,  and  all  other 
my  personal  estates  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  and 
of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  to  hold  to  my  said  wife, 
her  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  for 
ever.  I  further  order  and  direct  that  none  of  the  lega- 
tees, as  before  mentioned,  shall  be  entitled  unto  the 
whole  or  any  part  of  his,  her,  or  their  legacy  or  bequests 
so  bequeathed,  until  the  full  term  and  end  of  twelve 
months  after  my  said  wife  Margaret  Harrison's  decease, 
and  in  case  my  said  wife  shall  happen  to  die  in  my  life- 
time, and  the  before-mentioned  devises  and  bequests 
to  her  tliereby  lapse,  I  do  give,  devise,  and  bequeath 
the  estate  and  effects,  as  well  real  as  personal,  comprised 
therein,  to  my  brother-in-law  William  Sherratt^  his 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  trust 
that  the  said  William  Sherratty  his  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  do  and  shall  stand  and  be 
seised  and  possessed  thereof  respectively,  to  the  use  of 

such 
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such  persqp.or  persons,  and  for  such  estate  and  estates,  1883. 
intents  and  purposes,  and  in  such  manner  and  form  as 
qyr  said  wife  shall  in  her  lifetime,  by  any  writing  under 
her  hand,  direct  or  appoint  the  same.  I  hereby  further 
give  unto  my  sister  Jnn  Smith  the  interest  of  250/.,  and 
at  her  decease  the  said  principal  or  sum  of  250/.  to  be 
equally  divided  amongst  her  children,  share  and  share 
alike.  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  brother  Thofnas 
Harrison  the  interest  of  200/.,  and  at  his  decease  the 
said  principal  or  sum  of  200/.  to  be  equally  divided 
amongst  his  children,  share  and  share  alike.  I  give 
.  unto  my  sister  Coxon*s  children,  (viz.)  William  Coxouy 
Michael  Caxouj  and  Eliza  Wagstaffi  the  sum  of  50/. 
each.  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  Elizabeth  Sherratty 
daughter  of  WiUiam  and  Hannah  Sherratty  the  sum  of 
600/.,  and  provided  she  dies  leaving  no  lawful  issue, 
then  I  give  the  said  sum  of  600/.  unto  the  whole  of  her 
brothers  and  sisters,  excepting  John  Sherrattj  share  and 
share  alike.  I  also  further  give,  devise,  and  bequeath 
unto  William  Alten^  jun.,  of  the  Windy  Bank^  and  the 
whole  of  my  brother-in-law,  WiUiam  Sherratfs,  children, 
the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  my  real  and  personal 
estates,  of  what  kind  and  sort  soever  and  wheresoever, 
to  be  equally  divided  amongst  them,  share  and  share 
alike,  at  the  decease  of  my  said  wife  Margaret  Harri- 
son." 

The  will  then  contained  the  usual  clauses,  authorising 
the  executors  to  reimburse  themselves  their  reasonable 
costs  and  charges,  and  declaring  that  they  should  seve* 
rally  be  answerable  for  their  own  wilful  neglect  or  default 
only;  and  it  concluded  by  appointing  the  testator's 
wife,  Margaret  Harrisony  and  his  brother-in-law,  Wil" 
Ham  $herratt^  his  executrix  and  executor. 

L  4  After 
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1839.  After  the  death  of  the  testator^  his  widow^  Margaret 

Harrison  intermarried  with  the  Defendant  Bentley^  who 
survived  her;  and  who,  upon  her  decease,  became  entided, 
by  virtue  of  an  appointment  made  in  execution  of  a  power 
reserved  to  her  on  her  second  marriage»  to  whatever  in- 
terest she  took  under  the  will  of  Thomas  Harrison. 

The  bill  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  upon  the  construction  of  the  will ; 
and  the  material  question,  which  came  to  be  discussed 
on  further  directions,  was  whether,  under  the  will  above 
stated,  Margaret  Harrison  took  the  real  and  personal 
estate  of  the  testator  absolutely,  or  for  life  only;  or 
whether,  as  was  insisted  on  behalf  of  the  testator's  heir 
at  law  and  next  of  kin,  the  will,  or  the  greater  part  of 
it,  was  void  for  uncertainty. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Temple^  for  the  surviving 
executor. 

Mr.  JVrightf  for  the  heir  at  law,  contended,  first,  that 
the  will  was  void  for  uncertainty ;  and,  secondly,  that,  if 
the  Court  did  not  arrive  at  that  conclusion,  the  clause 
which  cut  down  the  absolute  interest  given  to  the  wife 
in  the  prior  part  of  the  will  to  an  estate  for  life  must  be 
considered  as  operative,  upon  the  principle  that,  where 
there  was  a  repugnance  between  two  clauses  in  a  will, 
the  latter  clause  would  prevail  over  the  former. 

Mr.  Diaofiy  for  one  of  the  next  of  kin. 

The  rule  that  the  latter  part  of  a  will  shall  prevail 
over  the  former  is  applicable  only  to  cases  where  the 
provisions  in  the  prior  and  subsequent  parts  of  the  will 
are  plainly  inconsistent    Thus  in  Sims  v.  Doughty  (a), 

Lord 

(a)  S  Fei.  247. 
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Lord  Alvanky  says,  <^  If  two  parts  of  a  will  are  totally        1833. 
irreconcileable,  I  know  of  no  rule  but  by  taking  the  sub- 
sequent words  as  an  indication  of  a  subsequent  intention. 
The  Court  is  in  a  dilemma,  and  cannot  act  at  all,  unless 
they  do  that."     The  same  learned  Judge,  in  Constaniine 
T.  Constantine  (a),  adheres  to  the  opinion  he  had  given 
on  this  point  in  Sims  v.  Doughty^  and  further  lays  down 
the  principle  that,  where  it  is  wholly  doubtful  in  what 
manner  a  testator's  meaning  is  to  take  effect,  the  will 
must  be  declared  void  for  uncertainty.     The  present 
case  falls  within  this  principle,  since  it  is  impossible  to 
say  how  the  provisions  of  this  will  can  be  carried  into 
execution.     In  Mohun  v.  Mohun  {b\  where  the  testator 
made  a  general  bequest  to  all  his  grandchildren  in  one 
part  of  the  will,  and  to  his  grandchildren  and  nieces  in 
another,  the  will  was  declared  void  for  uncertainty,  and 
Sir  Thomas  Plumer  observed,  that    **  the  Court  could 
not  insert  or  transpose  words  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
a  meaning  to  instruments  which  had  none."      Now  in 
the  present  case  it  is  sought  to  transpose  not  merely 
words,  but  whole  clauses,  in  order  to  give  effect  to  an 
instrument  which  is,  upon  the  iace  of  it,  unintelligible. 

Mr.  Bickersteth  and  Mr.  Jacobs  for  parties  interested 
in  the  dispositions  made  by  the  testator  in  the  latter 
part  of  his  will. 

The  case  of  Doe  dem.  Leicester  v.  Biggs  (c)  was  de- 
cided by  Sir  James  Mansfield  upon  the  general  rule  that, 
where  there  is  a  repugnancy,  the  first  words  in  a  deed, 
and  the  last  words  in  a  will  shall  prevail ;  and  that  rule 
is  recognised  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Wykham  v.  Wykham.  (d) 
The  case  of  Coryton  v.  Helyar{e\  before  Lord  Hardwicke^ 

which 

(a)  6  Vet.  100.  (d)  18  Vet.  421. 

(h)  1  Swimtt.  SOI.  (e)  S  Cox,  540. 

(c)  S  Taunt.  109. 
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ISdS.  which  is  noticed  with  approbation  by  Lord  Eidon  in 
Wykham  v.  Wykham^  and  which,  since  the  date  of  Wyk'^ 
ham  y.  UykJiami  has  been  published  by  Mr.  Cox,  was  also 
decided  upon  the  ground  of  the  preference  which  is  to 
be  given  to  the  latter  limitations  in  a  will,  when  repug- 
oant  to  a  prior  disposition.  In  that  case  Lord  Hardmick/s 
held,  th^t  an  absolute  term  for  ninety^nine  years,  given 
in  a  prior  part  of  the  will,  was  so  cut  down  by  a  sub- 
sequent limitation,  that  it  was  not  to  be  deemed  an 
absolute  term,  but  a  term  determinable  on  the  death  of 
the  testator.  As  to  Mohun  v.  Mohun  (a),  that  case  is 
perfecdy  distingubhable  from  the  present;  for  there  the 
thing  given  was  as  ambiguous  as  the  persons  intended 
to  take,  and  there  being  complete  uncertainty  both  in 
the  subject  and  in  the  objects  of  the  bequest,  it  was 
impossible  for  the  Court  to  give  any  efiect  to  the  in- 
strument. 

Mn  Tinneywad  t/Lr.  G.  Bichards,  for  the  Defendant 

BerUley. 

Taking  the  whole  will  together,  it  appears  to  have 
been  the  general  intention  of  this  testator  to  give  to  his 
widow  an  absolute  interest  in  the  whole  of  his  real  and 
personal  property.  The  power  of  appointment  given  to 
her  in  case  she  should  die  in  his  lifetime,  however  in- 
operative, —  and  such  a  power  might  certainly  be  ren- 
dered nugatory  by  any  subsequent  disposition  of  the 
testator  —  tends  to  confirm  the  testator's  general  in- 
tention in  favour  of  his  widow.  Not  only  is  the  tes- 
tator anxious  that  his  widow  should  possess  his  whole 
property  after  his  decease;  but  he  even  desires  to 
transfer  from  himself  to  his  wife  the  power  of  disposing 
of  his  property,  in  case  she  should  die  in  his  lifetime. 
That  power  of  appointment  furnishes  a  clue  to  explain 

the 
(d)  iSwaruLsou 
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the  inconsistency  between  the  prior  and  subsequent  1855. 
dispositions  of  the  will ;  for  the  testator  may  well  have 
intended  that  the  pecuniary  legacies,  and  the  gift  of  the 
residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  at  the  decease  of 
his  wife,  should  take  effect  only  in  the  event  of  her 
decease  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  and  without 
having  made  any  appointment.  The  scheme  of  the 
will  appears  to  be  this:  —  that  the  testator  meant  to 
give  the  whole  of  his  property  to  his  widow,  subject  to 
the  legacies  previously  given,  in  case  she  survived  him ; 
to  give  her  a  power  of  disposing  of  his  property,  even 
if  she  did  not  survive  him ;  and  in  case  she  should  not 
survive  him,  nor  exercise  the  power  he  meant  to  give 
her,  then  to  dispose  of  his  property  in  favour  of  other 
persons.  That  construction  would  be  consistent  with 
the  testator's  general  intention,  and  such  particular  pro- 
visions as  are  inconsistent  with  the  general  intention 
may  be  rejected :  Boon  v.  Comforth,  {a)  The  words, 
^<  I  Jurther  order  and  direct,"  after  the  absolute  gift  of 
all  his  property  to  his  wife,  shew  that  the  subsequent 
provisions  were  subject  to  the  previous  disposition,  and 
that  there  was  no  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator 
to  alter  the  disposition  he  had  previously  made,  unless 
his  wife  should  die  before  him  without  exercising  the 
power  of  appointment.  The  ^or A  further  implies  a  con- 
firmation of  the  previous  direction,  and  is  inconsistent 
with  the  supposition  of  any  change  or  fluctuation  of 
intention. 

The  rule  relied  upon,  that,  in  cases  of  repugnancy  be- 
tween the  prior  and  latter  parts  of  an  instrument,  the 
prior  part  of  a  deed  and  the  latter  part  of  a  will  is  to 
prevail,  has  no  foundation  in  reason,  nor  has  it  ever  been 
acted  upon  in  the  case  of  a  will,  where  the  intention  of 

the 

(a)  2  V€8.  BCD.  277. 
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18SS.  the  testator  could  be  collected  by  the  application  of  mdre 
rational  principles  of  construction.  In  Doe  dem.  Lei' 
cester  v.  Biggs  (a),  the  Court,  it  is  true,  acted  upon  that 
rule,  but  with  great  reluctance;  and  because,  as  Sir 
James  Mansfield  observed,  it  was  forced  to  put  a  con- 
struction upon  the  will  in  conformity  with  that  rule,  for 
want  of  a  better  reason.  Wherever  a  reason  can  be 
found  for  reconciling  clauses  apparently  inconsistent,  the 
rule  is  disregarded.  Thus  in  Doe  dem.  Cotton  v. 
Stenlake  (6),  where  the  testator  devised  an  estate  to 
his  daughter  and  her  heirs  duiing  their  lives,  the  latter 
words  during  their  lives  were  rejected,  though  the 
daughter  had  three  children  living  at  the  testator's 
death,  and  the  testator  might  have  Intended  <<  children'' 
by  the  word  ^^  heirs."  But  two  of  these  children  only 
were  living  at  the  date  of  the  will ;  and,  as  the  after- 
born  child  could  not  have  taken  as  a  joint  tenant  for 
life  with  the  other  two  children,  the  Court  decided  that 
the  prior  part  of  the  will  must  prevail.  The  reason, 
therefore,  and  not  the  order  of  the  testator's  expressions, 
is  the  true  test  by  which  his  intentions  are  to  be  tried. 
So  in  Smith  v.  Pybis  (c),  the  concluding  words  in  a  will 
were  rejected  as  repugnant  to  the  intention  indicated  by 
a  previous  disposition. 

Mr.  Treslovej  for  the  Defendant  Slater^  the  legatee  of 
the  400/.  ^ 

Mr.  Bickerstethf  in  reply. 


Dec.  21.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  this  most  inaccurate  will  it  is  impossible  to  give 
effect  to  every  expression  used  by  the  testator,  several 

of 
(a)  2  Tauni.  109.  {b)  12  East,SlS.  (c)  9  Vei.SGB. 
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of  those  expressions  being  necessarily  inconsistent  with  1833. 
each  other.  There  are,  however,  two  principles  of  con- 
stmction  upon  which  it  appears  to  me  that  a  Court  may 
come  to  a  conclusion  without  the  necessity,  which,  if 
possible,  is  always  to  be  avoided,  of  declaring  the  will 
void  for  uncertainty.  First,  if  the  general  intention  of 
the  testator  can  be  collected  upon  the  whole  will,  par- 
ticular terms  used  which  are  inconsistent  with  that  in- 
tention may  be  rejected,  as  introduced  by  mistake  or 
ignorance,  on  the  part  of  the  testator,  as  to  the  force 
of  the  words  used ;  secondly,  where  the  latter  part  of 
the  will  is  inconsistent  with  a  prior  part,  the  latter  part 
of  the  will  must  prevail. 

The  testator  begins  his  will  by  directing  that  his  just 
debts,  and  a  legacy  given  to  his  sister  by  his  father's  will, 
should  be  paid.  He  then  gives  a  sum  of  400/.  to  Hen^- 
rietta  Slater  for  her  life,  and  after  her  death  to  her  lawful 
children  when  they  shall  severally  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years ;  and  in  case  Henrietta  Slater  should 
die  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  he  then  gives  the  same 
sum  of  400/.  to  his  wife  Margaret  Harrison^  to  dispose  of 
the  same  as  she  shall  think  proper.  He  next  proceeds  to 
give  the  whole  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  whatsoever, 
and  wheresoever,  and  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  unto 
his  said  wife,  her  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns  for  ever;  and  then  directs  that  the  legatees 
before  mentioned,  by  whom  must  be  intended  Henrietta 
Slater  and  her  children,  shall  not  be  entitled  to  the  whole 
or  any  part  of  the  legacies  until  the  full  term  of  twelve 
months  after  the  death  of  his  wife. 

The  will,  thus  far,  therefore,  is  not  altogether  con- 
sistent. It  cannot  be  consistent  that  the  wife,  her 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  shall  take 

the 
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1883.        llie  whole  real  aad  personal  estate^   and  that  twelve 
^^^     months  after  her  death  the  legatees  shall  take  this  sum 
fh  of  400L  from  the  same  property. 

The  will  then  provides  that,  if  the  wife  shall  happen 
to  die  in  her  husband's  lifetime,  and  the  before  men* 
tioned  devises  and  bequests  to  her  thereby  lapse,  the 
estate  and  effects  of  the  testator,  as  well  real  as  personal, 
shall  go  to  his  brother-in-law,  William  Sherraitf  his  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  trust  for 
such  persons  and  for  such  estates  and  interests  as  the 
testator's  said  wife  in  her  lifetime,  by  any  writing  under 
her  hand,  shall  direct.  The  testator  then  further  gives, 
devises,  and  bequeaths  unto  certain  persons  therein  de- 
scribed the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  his  real  and 
personal  estate  of  what  kind  and  sort  soever,  and  where- 
soever,  to  be  equally  divided  amongst  them,  share  and 
share  alike,  after  the  decease  of  his  said  wife. 

The  wife  having  survived  the  testator,  the  gift  to  her 
in  case  she  died  before  him  is  now  out  of  the  question, 
except  in  so  far  as  it  may  be  used  to  evidence  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testator.  It  is  argued  that  the  subsequent 
pecuniary  legacies,  and  the  gift  of  the  rest  and  residue  of 
the  testator's  real  and  personal  estate  after  the  wife's  de- 
cease are  to  be  understood  as  applying  only  to  the  case  of 
the  wife  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  the  husband  and  making 
DO  appointment ;  and  that  the  construction  is  to  be  the 
same  as  if  these  latter  provisions  bad  been  prefaced  by 
such  a  declaration.  But  it  must  be  observed,  that  if  the 
Court  could  in  any  case  go  to  such  a  length,  it  would 
not  be  warranted  in  so  doing  in  the  present  instance, 
because  the  gifts  are  to  take  effect  immediately  upon  the 
wife's  decease,  and  not  upon  the  decease  of  the  wife  in 
the  event  of  her  surviving  her  husband. 

Although 
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Although  the  terms  of  the  first  gift  to  the  wife  would  1838. 
give  her  the' whole  real  and  personal  estate,  it  appears  to 
me  that  it  is  to  be  intended  that  the  testator  did  not  un- 
derstand the  force  of  the  words  used ;  that  his  general 
intention  was  to  give  to  the  wife  the  full  enjoyment  of  all 
his  property  during  her  life,  and  to  give  it  over  to  the 
persons  named  in  the  latter  part  of  his  will  after  her  de- 
cease. To  give  efiect  to  that  general  intention,  I  reject 
the  words  **  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns 
for  ever,"  as  used  by  the  testator  without  full  knowledge 
of  their  force;  and  I  call  in  aid  the  second  rule  to  which 
I  have  referred,  that,  if  there  be  doubts  as  to  the  general 
intention,  the  latter  part  of  a  will  shall  prevail  against 
inconsistent  expressions  in  the  prior  part  of  it 


Against  this  decision  the  Defendant  Bentley  having  i8J4. 
presented  an  appeal  to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  the  case  ^^'  ^'  ®» ^* 
was  again  fully  argued  by  Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Richards 
for  the  appellant,  by  Mr.  Rolfe  and  Mr.  Jacob  for  the 
devisees  over,  by  Mr.  Dixon  for  the  next  of  kin,  and 
by  Mr.  Wright  for  the  heir  at  law.  It  is  unnecessary 
to  report  the  arguments,  as  they  were  in  substance  the 
same  with  those  urged  in  the  Court  below,  and  no 
additional  authorities  were  cited. 


The  Lord  Chancellor,  after  stating  the  material       Nov.  7. 
parts  of  the  will,  proceeded  as  follows: — 

The  question  which  immediately  presents  itself  is 
this.  Could  the  testator,  who  thus  explicitly  gives  six 
legacies  amounting  to  1200/.,  describing  in  detail  how 
they  shall  vest,  some  absolutely  and  some  for  life,  and 
in  one  case  excluding  a  particular  individual  (i7.  Sher* 
ratt%  from  the  remainder  expectant  upon  the  life  interest 

first 
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1834.  first  given»  and  who  then  gives  the  whole  residue  of  his 
estate  real  as  well  as  personal  in  the  most  express  terms 
to  a  particular  class  of  persons,  have  intended,  by  the 
devise  in  the  first  part  of  the  will,  to  give  all  his  estates 
real  and  personal  to  his  wife  absolutely?  The  same 
thing  is  given  twice,  and  to  different  persons,  and  the 
two  gifts  would  be  quite  inconsistent  and  repugnant,  if 
the  words  which  close  the  second  gift,  ^*  after  the  de- 
cease of  Margaret  Harrison"  were  rejected. 

Such  at  least  is  the  plain  and  obvious  construction 
of  the  concluding  series  of  bequests ;  although  it  is  ar* 
gued,  that,  but  for  the  words  last  cited,  the  whole  may 
be  brought  under  the  clause  providing  for  a  lapse,  and 
may  be  read  as  provisions  applicable  to  the  event  of 
the  wife  predeceasing  the  testator,  without  executing 
the  singular  power  of  appointment  given  to  prevent 
a  lapse.  I  think  that  this  is  a  very  forced  interpret- 
ation. Nothing  can  be  less  natural  than  the  meaning 
imposed  upon  the  word  **  further,"  in  order  to  serve 
the  purpose  of  this  argument  It  is  supposed  that  by 
this  word  the  testator  meant,  *^  in  pursuance  of  this 
last-mentioned  design,"  or  **  for  default  of  such  ap- 
pointment ;"  whereas  nothing  is  more  ordinary  than  the 
use  of  the  word  very  much  in  the  sense  of  a  connect- 
ing particle,  a  mark  of  continuing,  or  rather  additional 
purpose  or  intention ;  and  the  plain  meaning  of  it  as 
here  employed  is,  "  in  the  next  place,"  or  "  moreover," 
or  "  to  proceed." 

It  appears  clear  to  me,  upon  the  whole,  that  if  this 
series  of  bequests,  including  the'gift  of  the  residue,  had 
stood  alone  without  the  last  words  '"  after  Margaret 
Harrison*s  death,"  the  sound  construction  would  have 
been  to  hold  the  second  clause  a  revocation  of  the  firsts 
to  which  it  would  plainly  have  been  repugnant,  as  a  gift 

to 
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to  A»  cf  the  same  thing  which  had  before  been  given  to        ldS4. 
B.;  and  thus,  after  giving  the  several  legatees  their  lega- 
cies,  the  residue  would  have  gone  to  the  residuary 
l^tees,  and  the  wife  have  been  excluded  altogether. 

The  rule  has  often  been  cited,  though  very  seldom 
made  the  ground  of  judicial  determination,  which  re- 
quires us  to  give  effect  to  the  last  of  two  repugnant  clauses 
in  a  will,  though  in  a  deed  the  first  shall  prevail.  It  is 
indeed  as  old  as  the  time  of  Lord  Coief  who  states  it  in 
the  first  Institute  (a);  and  it  is  curious  to  observe  how 
he  deduces  it  ftt)m  the  text.  Littleton  (b)  simply  says, 
**  that  if  a  man  at  divers  times  make  divers  testaments 
and  divers  devises,  &c.  the  last  devise  and  will  shall 
stand.''  His  learned  and  subtle  commentator  educes 
from  the  &c.  this  further  meaning;  *^  Here,  by  &c.,  is 
to  be  understood  also  that  in  one  will  where  there  be 
divers  devises  of  one  thing,  the  last  devise  taketh  place; 
cum  duo  inter  se  pugnantia  reperiunlw  in  testamentOf 
uUimum  ratum  eU!^  But  subsequent  authority  has, 
though  by  no  means  uniformly,  adopted  this  principle. 
Some  have  held  that  both  of  the  repugnant  gifts  are 
void ;  and  Mr.  Butler^  in  his  note  (c),  says,  the  better 
opinion  is,  that  each  devisee  takes  a  moiety.  I  think, 
however,  that  the  weight  of  authority  is  the  other  way  ; 
and  I  feel  bound  to  say  that  the  law  is  otherwise,  and 
that  Lord  Coki^s  doctrine  is  the  sound  one;  and  I  do  so 
in  deference  to  the  weight  of  authority,  and  not  to  the 
reason  of  the  rule.  For,  besides  the  inconvenience  of 
so  severing  the  parts  of  one  instrument  as  to  set  the 
latter  against  the  former  instead  of  construing  the  whole 
together  (which  would  lead  either  to  giving  effect  to 

both 
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both  or  to  neither),  the  refinement  seems  sufficiently 
puerile  which  introduces  this  rule  of  construction  in  the 
case  of  wills,  merely  because  of  the  maxim  voluntas  est 
awbuiatoria  usque  ad  mortem  /  whereas  ample  effect  would 
be  given  to  the  principle^  if  the  whole  will  were  con- 
sidered as  one  act  bstead  of  being  separated  into  parts, 
an  earlier  and  a  later.  Besides,  there  is  manifest  incon- 
sistency in  this  doctrine;  for  if  the  last  expression  of  all 
is  to  prevail,  wherever  the  will  is  executed  by  signing 
and  publication,  necessarily  the  bst  act  of  all,  the  latest 
expression  of  intention  is  the  execution,  and  this  refers 
to  the  earlier  as  well  as  to  the  later  clauses,  and  recalls 
them  into  existence,  if  they  had  been  destroyed  by  those 
later  clauses. 

Such  appears  to  be  the  reasonable  view  of  the  subject, 
and  it  would  lead  either  to  the  opinion  of  those  who  have 
held  that  both  clauses  are  destroyed,  or  to  that  which 
considers  both  devisees  to  take  equally,  on  the  sounder 
principle  of  giving  eSect  as  &r  as  possible  to  the  whole 
instrument  The  weight  of  authority,  however,  is  against 
this  opinion. 

Ulrich  V.  Litchfield  {a)  is  a  case  reported  in  a  very 
slovenly  way ;  but  it  appears  that  Lord  Hardwidce^  so 
far  as  his  opinion  can  be  gathered  from  it,  inclined  to  the 
rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke^  and  dissented  from  the 
opinion  of  PUmden  and  from  the  case  of  Paramour  v. 
Yardley.  (b)  But  in  Bidoui  v.  Pain  (c),  which  was  de- 
cided five  years  afterwards.  Lord  Hardwidce  puts  the 
case  of  a  devise  to  A»  and  his  heirs  of  a  farm  in  Dale^ 
and  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  will  a  devise  of  the  same 
to  B,  and  his  heirs,  and  says  that  <^  though  the  old 

books 
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books  held  this  to  be  a  revoGation,  yet  latterly  it  has 
been  construed  either  a  joint  tenancy,  or  tenancy  in 
eonunon,  according  to  the  limitation." 

Were  it  not  for  the  opinion  expressed  by  Lord  Hard- 
vddke  upon  the  import  of  the  cases,  I  should  have  said 
that  these  decisions  do  not  materially  depart  from  or 
conflict  with  Lord  Ook^s  rule;  for  he  evid^itly  con- 
templates devises  irreeoncileably  repugnant,  and  which 
in  no  way  of  reading  them  can  stand  together;  and 
where  the  authorities  have  held  the  two  devisees  to 
t^e  jointly  or  in  common  there  was  no  irreconoilabili^, 
repugnancy,  or  necessary  revocation  of  the  one  by  the 
other.  I  incline  to  think  that  the  Touchstone  takes  the 
same  view  of  the  matter  (a),  as  the  learned  editor  Mn 
Preston  certainly  does  in  his  edition  of  that  valuable 
publication.  But  I  speak  with  much  distrust  of  my  own 
view  of  the  subject,  when  I  find  that  the  point  struck 
Lord  Hardwide  in  a  different  light. 

In  Jf^kAam  v.   TVykham  {b\   Lord  Mden  considers 
Lord  Hardwicke  as  having  decided  Coryimt  v.  Helyar 
(which  had  not  then  been  published  by  Mr.  Cot)  ori 
what  his  Lordship  calls  the  doctrine  prevailing  in  all 
times  as  to  wills,  that  a  subsequent  limitation  inconsis- 
tent with  a  former  one  cuts  down  the  former  by  a  neces-* 
sary  implication.     But  in  Coryton  v*  Heh/ar{c)y  Lord 
Hardwicke  supplied  the  words,  in  the  gift  of  a  term  of 
99  years,  *'  if  he  should  so  long  live;*'  so  that  it  should 
sefem  the  case  was  one  of  construction  and  not  of  revo^ 
eatioo.     I  nevertheless  must  regard  this  expression  of 
Lord  Eldon  as  lending  the  sanction  of  his  authority  to 
the  doctrine  he  refers  to  in  Wykham  v.  Wykham. 


Lord 
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Lord  Alvanley  had  occasion  more  than  once  to  con- 
sider this  subject.  In  Sims  v.  Doughty  {a)^  he  says  that 
where  two  parts  of  a  will  are  perfectly  irreconcileable^ 
so  that  they  cannot  be  made  to  stand  together  by  reject- 
ing words  in  either  part  as  inserted  by  plain  mistake,  he 
knows  of  no  rule  but  by  taking  the  subsequent  words  as 
an  indication  of  a  subsequent  intention,  and  he  adds 
*<  the  Court  is  in  a  dilemma  and  cannot  act  at  all  unless 
they  do  that/'  Again  in  the  last  case  which  this  learned 
and  laborious  Judge  decided,  Constantine  v.  Qmstan' 
iine  {b\  he  refers  to  the  opinion  just  cited,  and  says  that 
he  adheres  to  it,  admitting  however  that  where  the  same 
thing  has  been  given  to  two  persons  in  diflferent  parts  of 
a  will,  doubts  have  been  entertained  whether  they  should 
not  both  take  as  joint-tenants. 


But  in  Doe  dem.  Leicester  v.  Biggs{c\  the  doctrine  was 
carried  farther  than  I  am  aware  of  its  having  been  car- 
ried in  any  other  case.  The  question  there  arose  upon 
the  construction  of  repugnant  words  in  the  same  clause; 
and  it  was  whether  a  devise  to  ^  in  trust  to  pay  unto  or 
to  permit  and  suffer  B.  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits 
was  a  trust,  or  a  use  executed  in  B. ;  and  Chief  Justice 
Man^ld  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court  after  time 
taken  to  consider.  The  Court,  consisting  of  three  most 
eminent  common  lawyers  besides  the  Chief  Justice^  vi& 
Heathy  Lawrence^  and  Chamhre  Justices,  held  <<  the  use 
executed  in  A,  and  expressly  upon  the  ground  of  the 
general  rule  that,  if  there  be  a  repugnancy,  the  first 
words  in  a  deed  and  the  last  in  a  will  shall  prevail." 
The  Chief  Justice  added  that  <<  for  want  of  a  better 
reason  the  Court  was  forced  to  give  the  beneficial  with 
the  legal  estate,"  and  he  prefaced  his  judgment  by  ob^ 
serving  that  ^^  the  case  might  be  argued  and  considered 

for 
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for  ever  without  advandog  it  at  all  in  law,  reason^  or 
precedent.''  But  these  observations  most  probably  re- 
ferred to  the  peculiarity  which  marked  the  case  of  the 
repugnant  words  being  parts  of  the  self-same  gift  Had 
the  irreconcileable  opposition  been  between  different 
clauses  separated  by  a  considerable  interval,  there  can* 
not  be  a  doubt  that  the  Court  would  have  applied  the 
rale  without  any  hesitation. 


It  must  then  be  admitted  that  the  great  weight  of 
authority,  both  of  Lord  Coke  and  of  the  modem 
decisions,  is  in  favour  of  regarding  a  subsequent  gift  in 
a  will  as  revoking  a  prior  one  to  which  it  is  repugnant, 
and  not  rendering  it  all  void  for  uncertainty.  How  far 
that  repugnancy  could  be  got  rid  of  by  presuming  an 
intention  to  give  each  legatee  an  equal  moiety,  where 
the  veiy  same  thing  is  given  first  to  one  and  then  to 
another,  there  being  no  expressions  excluding  such 
intention,  might  be  a  different  question.  The  repug- 
nancy, which  existed  in  those  other  cases,  may  be  said 
not  to  arise  here.  If  in  one  part  of  a  will  an  estate  is 
given  to  ^,  and  afterwards  the  testator  gives  the  same 
estate  to  A,  adding  words  of  exclusion,  as  '*  not  to  ^.j" 
the  repugnance  would  be  complete,  and  the  rule  would 
apply.  But  if  the  same  thing  be  given  first  to  A.  and 
then  to  J3.,  unless  it  be  some  indivisible  chattel,  as  in  the 
case  which  Lord  Hardmcke  puts  in  Ulrich  v.  lAtchfield^ 
the  two  legatees  may  take  together  without  any  violence 
to  the  construction.  It  seems,  therefore,  by  no  means 
inconsistent  with  the  rule  as  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke^ 
and  recognized  by  the  authorities,  that  a  subsequent 
gift,  entirely  and  irreconcileably  repugnant  to  a  former 
gift  of  the  same  thing,  shall  abrogate  and  revoke  it,  if  it 
be  also  held  that,  where  the  same  thing  is  given  to  two 
different  persons  in  different  parts  of  the  same  instru- 
ment, each  may  take  a  moiety ;  though,  had  the  seeond 
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gift  been  in  a  subsequent  will,  it  would,  I  apprehend^ 
work  a  revocation. 

It  is,  however,  the  less  necessary  to  consider  how  fiir 
this  joint  estate  may  be  thus  implied,  as  it  is  also  un- 
necessary to  consider  the  admissibility  of  the  construc- 
tion put  by  the  appellant  upon  the  latter  series  of 
bequests,  supposing  that  series  had  stood  alone^  and  in 
opposition  to  the  preceding  gift  to  the  wife;  because 
words  are  added  which  appear  to  call  for  another  con- 
struction altogether— a  construction  not  revoking  doe 
preceding  gilt,  but  only  cutting  it  down  to  a  life 
estate.  The  residue  is  given  absolutely  to  W*  AUen 
and  J.  Skerratfs  children,  **  after  the  decease  of  Jfor- 
garet  Harrison^**  Therefore  it  is  to  be  considered, 
first,  that  this  is  wholly  incompatible  with  the  argu- 
ment of  the  appellant,  which  treats  all  the  latter  be- 
quests, including  the  residuary  clause,  as  conditional 
upon  the  event  of  Margaret  Harrison  predeceasing  the 
testator,  and  not  executing  the  power;  and,  secondly, 
that  the  latter  gift  of  the  residue  both  excludes  the 
possibility  of  Margaret  Harrison  taking  an  absolute 
interest,  and  assumes  that  she  takes  another  interest, 
viz.,  an  interest  for  life.  The  testator  first  gives  her  the 
fee  simple  immtxliately  on  bis  own  decease.  He  after- 
wards gives  that  fee  simple  to  others,  not  immediately 
on  his  own  death,  but  in  remainder  expectant  on  the 
determination  of  Margaret  Harrison*s  life.  Either, 
therefore,  he  had  changed  his  intention,  and  was  minded 
to  give  her  a  life  estate  instead  of  the  fee  he  had  at  first 
given  her,  or  he -was  ignorant  of  the  force  of  the  words 
he  had  originally  used ;  and  those  words  must  be  re- 
jected as  having  been  used  by  mistake.  The  former 
alternative  is  the  one  to  which  the  rule  sanctioned  by 
modern  decisions,  as  well  as  by  Lord  Cok^s  opinion^ 
leads.    The  latter  is  the  inference  drawn,  not  unfiurly» 
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from  the  whole  instrament  taken  together.  For  if  pro-  1884. 
babilities  are  to  be  weighed,  it  is  much  more  likely  that 
the  testator  did  not  well  understand  the  force  of  the 
words  he  used  in  giving  the  residue  to  the  wife,  than  Bbmtlbt. 
that  he  was  ignorant  that  he  was  giving  to  fV.  Alien  and 
c7.  Sherratfs  children  an  interest  which  should  only  take 
e£fect  after  his  wife's  decease — the  period  be  expressly 
fixes.  His  wife's  life  interest  seems  more  than  once  to 
have  been  distinctly  in  his  contemplation  in  the  course 
of  the  will ;  for  he  declares  that  the  legacies  first  given 
shall  not  take  effect  till  a  year  after  her  death.  •  Either 
supposition,  however,  will  suffice  to  support  the  con- 
clusion, which  I  adopt,  that  she  only  took  a  life  interest. 

The  decree  must  be  affirmed,  but  without  costs. 
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^^  DRUMMOND  v.  PIGOU. 

Special  in-  A  MOTION  was  made  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
granted,  under  "^  the  Defendant  Pigou  from  further  proceeding  in  an 
ItencM*""" "  *^^'®"  *^  ^*^'  commenced  by  him  against  the  Plaintiff 
stay  process  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and  from  further  pro- 
andSl  further  s^»^>ng  process  of  outlawry  instituted  by  him  against 

proceedin|s       the  Plaintiff. 

at  law  against 

the  Plaintiff 

in  equity,  the       The  Defendant  Pigau  was  the  personal  representative 

ing  the  Flain-  of  the  mortgagee  of  ^certain  fee-farm  rents,  which  had 

tiffin  equity     ^een  mortgaged  by  Drummond  in  the  year  1826.     In 

to  give  jiidg-  ^^®  '  ^  •' 

mentinthe      1829,  Drummond  entered  into  a  treaty  for  the  sale  of 

stS^^of  execu*  ''^®  mortgaged  premises  to  the  mortgagee  for  the  sum 
tion,  to  be        of  3000/.,  no  part  of  the  principal  or  interest  being  at 
the  Court        ^^^  ^^^^  P^^^*    ^^^  contract  was  not  completed  in  the 
•^ouW^J^we-    year  1884;  and  the  Defendant  Pigou  having,  in  the 
mean  time,  received  rents  to  the  amount  of  5002.,  and  a 
dispute  having  arisen  between  the  parties  as  to  Pigou^s 
right  to  receive  this  money,  or  whether  he  had  received 
it  in  the  character  of  mortgagee  or  purchaser,  Drummond 
arrested  Pigou  for  the  500/.;  and  Pigou^  having  dis- 
covered that  Drummond  was  residing  in  the  Netkerlands, 
commenced  an  action  against  him  in  May  1834,  for  the 
mortgage*money  and  interest,  and  was  proceeding  with 
process  of  outiawry  against  him  for  non-appearance,  no 
previous  communication  having  been  made  by  him  to 
the  Plaintiff  or  his  solicitor. 

Drummond  filed  his  bill  for  the  specific  performance 
of  the  contract  for  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  and 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendant  Pigou  from 
proceeding  in  the  process  of  outlawry.     The  common 
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injunction  had  not  been  obtained ;  and  it  appeared  that 
the  Plaintiff's  solicitor  was  aware,  on  the  10th  of  Juh/^ 
of  the  process  of  outlawry  having  been  issued;  the  last 
Seal-day  previous  to  the  vacation  being  the  28th  oijvly. 
The  capias  tttlagatum  was  issuable  on  the  6th  of  Nocem" 
ber.  An  ex  parte  application  for  a  special  injunction, 
made  during  the  vacation,  had  been  refused. 


1694. 


Mn  PemberUm  and  Mr.  K.  Parker^  in  support  of  the 
motion. 

It  is  not  denied  that  there  is  a  subsisting  contract; 
and,  as  the  Plaintiff  claims,  by  his  bill,  the  specific 
performance  of  that  contract,  the  Defendant  will  not  be 
permitted  to  continue  proceedings  at  law  in  respect  of 
the  subject-matter  of  the  suit.  The  general  rule,  upon 
which  the  Court  acts  in  refusing  special  injunctions  to 
stay  proceedings  at  law,  does  not  apply  to  cases  where 
the  common  injunction  would  be  obtained  too  late  to 
answer  any  useful  purpose :  Hine  V.  Fiddes  (a),  Jonet  v. 
Bassett  (6),  Bevan  v.  Beid.  (c)  The  Plaintiff  had,  here, 
no  notice  of  the  proceedings,  and  no  time  to  obtain  the 
common  injunction  for  any  beneficial  purpose.  More- 
over the  process  of  outlawl^  is  not  a  proceeding  at  law 
to  which  the  common  injunction  is  applicable.  Pro- 
ceedings at  law  already  Commenced,  to  the  restraint  of 
which  the  common  injunction  is  applicable,  must  be 
proceedings  founded  upon  a  declaration  in  an  action  by 
which  the  plaintiff  at  law  seeks  to  obtain  judgment  and 
execution.  The  process  of  outlawry  is  not  a  proceeding 
of  that  description,  but  a  proceeding  for  a  contempt  of 
the  king's  writ,  in  which,  after  the  issuing  of  the  writ, 
no  service  of  process  is  necessary ;  which  is  entirely  ex 
parte;  and  the  object  of  which  is,  not  to  obtain  judg- 
ment 


{a)  S  5tiR.  ^  Stu.  370. 
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ment  upon  the  merits  of  a  cause,  but  to  harass  the 
defendant,  and  obtain  a  forfeiture  of  his  goods  to  the 
Crown. 

Mr.  BUkersteth  and  Mr.  Stuarty  contra. 

The  Defendant  Pigou  is  entitled,  as  mortgagee,  to  all 
his  remedies;  and  has  consequently  a  right,  notwith- 
standing the  treaty  for  the  purchase  of  the  mortgaged 
property,  to  proceed  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  the 
mortgage  debt  and  interest  The  cases  of  exception  to 
the  rule  for  refusing  a  special  injunction  to  restrain 
proceedings  at  law,  are  where  the  defendant  at  law  has 
given  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  judgment,  and 
there  is  an  equitable  ground  for  restraining  the  plaintiff 
from  proceeding  to  execution ;  or  where  the  proceedings 
in  the  court  where  the  action  is  brought  are  so  rapid-— 
as  in  the  court  of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster,  and  formerly 
in  the  Welsh  courts — that  the  common  injunction,  regard 
being  had  to  the  time  at  which  alone  it  can  be  obtained^ 
would  be  useless.  All  the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side 
are  of  the  latter  description ;  and  no  instance  can  be  pro- 
duced of  an  injunction  granted,  upon  a  special  applica* 
tion,  to  restrain  proceedings  at  law  in  the  courts  at  West" 
minster.  The  process  of  outlawry  was  resorted  to  in 
order  to  compel  the  Defendant  to  appear,  and  (by  the 
modem  practice)  to  put  in  bail.  The  necessity  of  putting 
in  bail  upon  appearance  was  probably  the  cause  of  the 
Defendant's  resistance  to  the  writ.  But,  whatever  was 
the  cause  of  his  rebistance,  he  is  in  contempt,  and 
consequently  in  no  condition  to  call  for  the  special 
interference  of  a  court  of  equity.  There  is  no  pretence 
for  the  su^estion  that  Drummand  was  taken  by  surprise ; 
for  eighteen  days  elapsed  between  the  time  when  it  is 
admitted  that  his  solicitor  had  notice  of  the  proceedings, 
and  the  last  Seal-day  on  which  the  common  injunction 
might  have  been  obtained. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Pemberioth  in  reply.  ^  18S4. 

7^  Master  tf  the  Rolls,  {a) 

I  did  not  entertain  the  application  made  in  tbe 
vacation^  because^  as  no  step  could  be  taken  on  the 
other  side  until  Michaelmas  temii  no  prejudice  could 
accrue^  in  the  mean  time,  to  the  Plaintiff;  and  because, 
although  there  is  authority  in  the  books  for  departing 
from  the  ordinary  rule  against  granting  injunctions 
specially  to  stay  proceedings  at  law,  that  rule  has  been 
departed  from  only  to  the  extent  necessary  to  give  to 
the  party,  under  special  circumstances,  the  benefit  from 
which  the  ordinary  practice  of  the  Court  excludes  him| 
and  the  Court  does  not  go  to  the  extent  of  favouring 
ex  parte  applications  for  such  special  ii^unctions* 

The  question  here  is,  whether,  under  the  circum* 
stances,  it  is  competent  to  the  Plaintiff  to  apply  specially 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  proceedings  at  law,  the 
common  injunction  not  having  been  obtained.  It  is 
clear  that  the  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  entertain  such 
applications,  where  the  party  cannot,  from  special 
circumstances,  obtain  the  benefit  of  the  common  in- 
juncUon.  If,  for  instance,  the  court  in  which  the  action 
is  brought  has  a  practice  which  renders  it  impossible  for 
the  defendant  at  law  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  the  common 
injunction,  or  if  the  parties  have  placed  themselves  in  a 
situation  which  prevents  the  plaintiff  in  equity  from 
availing  himself  of  the  ordinary  remedy,  as  where  a 
warrant  of  attorney  has  been  given,  the  Court  will  en- 
tertain a  special  application  for  an  injunction.  There 
is  no  want  of  jurisdiction,  therefore,  where,  in  any 
particular  case^  a  party  can  bring  himself  within  the 

exceptions 
[  {a)  Sir  a  Pepy». 
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1834,  ^     exceptions  which  will  justify  the  Court  in  departlDg 
from  the  ordinary  rule. 

In  the  present  case  there  has  been  a  great  deal  of  un- 
fortunate hostility  between  the  parties,  and  the  Court 
can  neither  approvey  on  the  one  hand,  of  the  action 
brought  by  the  Plabtiff  for  the  500/.,  nor,  on  the  other 
hand,  of  the  advantage  tal^en  of  the  known  absence 
of  the  Plaintiff  by  the  Defendant,  to  proceed  to  pro- 
cess of  outlawry  against  him  without  any  previous  com- 
munication to  the  Plaintiff  or  his  solicitor.  As  to  the 
question  whether  the  Plaintiff  had  notice  of  the  proceed- 
ings at  law  in  time  to  enable  him  to  take  the  benefit  of 
the  common  injunction  for  want  of  answer,  I  am  of  opi- 
nion, looking  to  the  affidavits  on  both  sides,  that  the 
Plaintiff  had  not  under  the  circumstances  an  opportunity 
of  obtaining  the  common  injunction.  It  is  to  be  ob- 
served, moreover,  that  these  proceedings  are  not  ordi- 
nary proceedings  at  law,  but  proceedings  in  outlawry,  in 
which  no  notice  of  process  is  served  upon  the  Defendant 
at  law.  Thix  Court,  therefore,  has  clearly  jurisdiction 
upon  special  motion  to  restrain  the  Defendant  Pigcu  by 
injunction. 

The  Defendant,  as  mortgagee,  is  undoubtedly  entitled 
to  all  his  remedies,  and  among  these  to  his  remedy  by 
action  for  the  recovery  of  the  mortgage  debt  and  inters 
est;  but  it  is  admitted  that  there  is  a  subsisting  contract 
which,  if  carried  into  effect,  will  convert  the  mortgagee 
into  a  purchaser.  Whether  the  parties  stand  in  the  re- 
lation of  vendor  and  purchaser  is  a  question  to  be  deter^ 
mined  by  this  Court  in  the  suit  for  specific  perFormance 
of  the  contract  That  suit  gives  the  Court  jurisdiction 
over  the  whole  matter,  and  the  Court  will  not  permit 
the  Defendant  to  continue  proceedings  at  law  respecting 

the 


Deummono 
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the  subject  of  the  suit.    If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion        1 834. 
that  the  contract  ought  to  be  carried  into  effect,  the  sum 
of  500^  will  be  in  the  right  hands ;  if  it  shall  turn  out,    '"**'~J 
whether  from  defect  of  title  or  for  any  other  reason,  that       P^oou. 
the  contract  ought  not  to  be  carried  into  effect,  the  De- 
fendant will  be  remitted  to  his  character  of  mortgagee, 
and  will  have  a  right  to  receiye  his  mortgage-money  and 
interest    In  the  present  state  of  the  cause,  the  right 
order  will  be  to  restrain  the  proceedings  in  outlawry, 
upon  the  Plaintiff  in  equity  giving  judgment  in  the  ac- 
tion for  the  amount  of  the  mortgage-money  and  interest 
with  stay  of  execution,  such  judgment  to  be  dealt  with 
as  the  Court  shall  hereafter  direct. 


n* 
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Roux 

1854. 
Nov,  5.  7. 

A  testatrix 
gave  the  in- 
terest of  her 
residuary  pro.  words:*— 
perty  to  her 


MASSEY  0.  PARKER. 


A    PART  of  the  will  oT  EUzabeth  Wadtwarik,  dat«d 
■^^  the  8th  of  February  1829,  was  in  the  following 


two  arand- 
daughters, 
who  were 
both  unmar- 
ried at  the 
date  of  the 
will;  and 
she  directed 
that  the  in- 
terest should 
be  for  and 
under  their 
sole  control, 
the  principal 
to  be  equally 
divided  for 
the  use  of 


.  <<  And,  secondly,  it  is  my  will  that  my  two  grand- 
daughters Eliza  and  Bebecca  Wadsmorth  receive  the  fall 
interest  of  all  monies  not  otherwise  bequeathed  that 
I  may  die  in  possession  of;  and  it  is  my  wlU,  that 
the  said  interest  be  for  and  under  the  sole  control  of 
my  said  two  grand-daughters,  the  aforesaid  £/m»  and 
Bd^ecca  Wadsworth^  the  principal  to  be  equally  divided 
for  the  use  of  the  surviving  issue;  but  if  either ^  and  that 
Mary  Wadsworth  their  mother  shall  have  no  control 
whatever  over  this  their  property,  and  at  the  demise  of 
their  surviving  the  said  Eliza  and  Rebecca  Wadsworth^  the  principal 
M.  W.,  their  ^  ^  equally  divided  for  the  use  of  their  surviving  issue ; 
™od|er»  but  if  either  one  of  my  grand-daughters  die  without 

no  control       issue,  her  share  of  the  property  returns  to  the  surviving 
whatever  grand-daughter,  and  if  both  should  die  without  issue, 

the  property  must  return  to  my  niece  Eliza  Lucas,  the 
wife  of  Charles  Ijucas  Lucas  of  Winchester.  In  case  of 
her  death,  I  will  it  to  be  divided  equally  amongst  her 
children.  I  give  and  bequeath  to  Eliza  Lucas,  the  wife 
of  Charles  Lucas  Lucas  of  Winchester,  the  sum  of  20/.  a 
year  for  her  own  use.'* 

The 


of  thegrand- 
daughtersy  E, 
JV,f  married 
after  the 
death  of  the 
testatrix,  and 
her  husbNEind 
became  in- 
solvent: 
Held,  that 


the  words  of 

the  will  did  not  indicate  an  intention  to  exclude  the  marital  control^  and  that  the 

legacy  to  E,  W,  passed  to  her  insolvent  husband's  assignee. 

Sembie^  that,  if  the  words  had  indicated  an  intention  to  give  the  interest  of 
the  property  to  the  separate  use  of  the  grand- daughters,  the  Ic^cy  would  still 
have  passed  to  the  assignee  of  the  insolvent  husband ;  for  a  gift  to  the  separate 
use  or  an  unmarried  woman  will  not  restrict  her  right  of  disposing,  in  any  manner, 
of  the  property  given,  and  consequently  of  giving  it,  if  she  think  fit,  by  the  act  of 
marriage^  to  her  husband. 
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The  testatrix  died  in  June  1829,  leaving  her  two  1834. 
grand-daughters  named  in  the  will,  ElizU  and  Rebecca 
WadMorth^  surviving  her.  Eliza  was  of  age;  but 
Btbecca  Wadswarth  was  an-  infant  and  unmarried  at  the 
date  of  the  will,  and  at  the  death  of  the  testatrix.  In 
the  month  of  December  in  the  same  year,  Eliza  Wads* 
worth  married  Jedediah  Wood;  and  there  were  two 
children,  issue  of  the  marriage.  In  August  1833,  Wood 
took  the  benefit  of  the  insolvent  debtors'  act;  and  the 
Plaintiff  Massey  was  chosen  assignee  of  his  estate  and 
effects. 

The  bill  was  filed  against  the  executors,  by  whom 
the  will  was  proved,  and  other  parties  claiming  interests 
under  the  will.  To  this  bill  the  Defendants  demurred ; 
and  the  questions  raised  upon  the  argument  of  the 
demurrer  were,  first,  whether,  upon  the  words  of  the 
will,  the  testatrix  intended  to  give  the  interest  of  her 
residuary  personal  estate  to  her  grand-daughters  to  their 
separate  use ;  and,  secondly,  whether,  if  such  were  her 
intention,  it  was  an  intention  to  which  the  law  would 
permit  effect  to  be  given. 

Mr.  Spenccy  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

The  intention  of  this  testatrix  to  give  to  her  grand- 
daughters a  separate  estate  in  the  interest  of  her 
residuary  property  is  plainly  to  be  collected  from  the 
context  of  the  will,  an^l  there  are  apt  technical  words 
to  give  effect  to  that  intention.  The  testatrix  had 
evidently  two  species  of  control  in  her  contemplation  — 
the  control  of  the  husbands  with  whom  her  grand- 
daughters might  intermarry,  and  the  control  which 
might  be  exercised  over  her  grand-daughters  by  their 
mother.  Against  the  marital  control  she  provides  by 
directing  that  the  income  of  the  fund  shall  be  *'  under 

the 
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1A34.  the  sole  control  ^  oF  her  grand-daughtersy  and  that  the 
principal  shall  go  to  their  issue;  and  she  then  com- 
mences a  sentence  with  the  words  **  but  if  either," 
intending  to  provide  for  the  events  of  the  decease  of 
one  or  both  of  her  grand-daughters  without  issue.  It 
then  occurs  to  her  that  there  was  another  species  of 
control  to  which  her  grand-daughters,  until  their  mar- 
riage, would  naturally  be  subject,  namely,  the  control 
of  their  mother;  and,  having  provided  against  the 
mother^s  interference  with  the  interest  of  her  residuary 
property,  she  again  takes  up  the  subject  from  which 
this  second  and  distinct  object  had  diverted  her  at- 
tention, and,  beginning  with  the  same  words  ^  but  if 
either,*'  she  proceeds  to  provide  for  the  event  of  a 
fiulnre  of  issue.  That  the  marital  control  was  the  first 
species  of  control  present  to  her  mind,  and  against 
which  she  intended  to  provide,  is  evident  from  the 
circumstance  of  her  making  a  provision  in  the  same 
sentence  for  the  children  of  her  then  unmarried  grand- 
daughters, one  of  whom,  it  must  be  observed,  was  an 
infant  at  the  date  of  the  will. 

With  respect  to  the  suflBciency  of  the  words  used 
by  the  testatrix  to  effect  her  intention,  it  is  clear,  upon 
the  authorities,  that  the  words  **  under  the  sole  con- 
trol" will  give  a  separate  estate.  In  Ex  parte  Bay  (a). 
Sir  llamas  Plumer  says,  <*  Taking  the  words  *  sole  use' 
by  themselves,  they  must  have  the  same  meaning  as 
*  separate  use;'  omitting  the  word  sofe,  the  property 
would  go  to  the  husband ;  but  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  re- 
ject that  word.  <  Sole'  means  solely  hers — for  her  sole 
benefit  It  is  an  emphatic  and  operative  word."  Here 
then  the  testatrix  has  used  that  emphatic  and  operative 
word;  if  she  had  omitted  to  use  it,  the  property  would 

have 
(a)  1  Mad.  199. 
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hare  gone  to  Che  husband,  bat  as  she  has  used  it,  she 
has  effectually  excluded  all  right  of  the  husband,  or  of 
his  assignee  to  the  property  so  bequeathed.  In  Prichard 
V.  .^es{a\  a  separate  estate  was  held  to  be  given  to  a 
married  woman  under  the  words  '*  for  her  own  uae  and 
at  her  own  disposal;''  expressions  less  strong  than  in 
Ae  present  case,  for  the  emphatic  word  sole  was  there 
wanting. 

If  an  attempt  should  be  made  to  distinguish  between 
the  cases  of  married  and  unmarried  women,  Adamson  t. 
Armtage  (i),   and  ■  ▼.  Lyne  (c),   are  conclusive 

authorities  to  shew  that  there  is  no  ground  for  such  a 
distinction.  In  Adamson  v.  Armiiage  the  gift  was  <*  for 
the  sole  use  and  benefit''  of  the  testator's  female  ser- 
vant, who  appears  from  the  argumeiit  in  the  case  to 
have  been  a  single  woman,  and  in  "  v.  I^ne  the 
bequest  was  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  the  testator^a 
widow,  who  must,  of  necessity,  have  been  a  single 
Woman  when  the  gift  took  effect;  and  in  both  these 
cases  the  words  used  by  the  testators  were  held  to  vest 
the  property  in  the  legatees  exclusive  of  the  right  of  a 
fiiture  husband. 

Mr.  PeaAerfon  and  Mr.  Kinderdetf^  e&ntrd. 

The  first  question  is,  whether  the  words  used  by  the 
testatrix  are  sufficient  to  indicate  an  intention  to  give 
the  income  arising  from  her  residuary  property  to  the 
separate  use  of  her  grand-daughters;  but  the  more 
general,  and  by  far  the  more  important  question  raised 
upon  this  demurrer  is,  whether,  supposing  that  inten- 
tion to  have  been  unequivocally  expressed,  it  is  such  an 

intention 

(a)  1  nm.  4  Rum.  89S.  (c)  1  YouHgt,  S69. 

(5)  19  Fm.  416.    Cbop.%B5. 

Vol.  IL  N 


m  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1.894.'       intention  as  the  law  will  permit  to  be  operative  in  the. 
cose  of  an  unmarried  woman. 


As  to  the  first  point,  it  ia  settled  that  a  gift  to  & 
woman  cannot  take  eSect  as  a  gift  to  her  separate  use, 
unless  the  will  affords  evidence  of  the  clear  unequivocal 
intention  of  the  testator  to  exclude  the  marital  right; 
Brown  v.  Clark  (a),  Bich  v.  CockeU  (i),  Wills  v.  Sca/ers  (c), 
Roberts  v.  Spicer.  {d)  If  there  is  any  ambiguity  on  the 
fiM:e  of  the  will  as  to  the  intention  of  the  testator  to 
exclude  the  marital  control,  the  husband  cannot  be 
deprived  of  his  l^al  right.  Can  it  be  pretended  that 
there  is  no  such  ambiguity  in  this  case  ?  Looking  to  the 
language  of  the  will,  without  reference  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  testatrix's  finmily,  which,  if  they  could  be 
used  for  that  purpose,  would  strongly  support  the  argu- 
ment, is  not  all  the  probability  in  favour  of  the  inference, 
that  the  testatrix  intended  to  exclude,  not  the  marital 
control,  but  the  influence  of  the  mother  ?  It  is  sufficient 
that  the  intention  be  doubtful,  for  the  purpose  of  sus- 
taining the  claim  of  the  Plaintiff;  but,  even  if  that  in- 
tention were  unequivocally  expressed,  this  demurrer- 
must  be  over-ruled* 

It  may  nOw  be  considered  as  setded  upon  principle 
and  upon  the  authority  of  decided  cases,  that  tlie  law 
will  no  more  permit  a  person  to  make  a  gift  and  impose 
restrictions  upon  the  donee*s  power  of  disposing  of  the 
gift,  where  an  unmarried  woman  is  the  donee,  than  in  the 
case  of  a  male.  A  single  woman  has  exactly  the  same 
rights  in  this  respect  as  a  man;  and  a  gift  to  her  separate 
use  is,  to  all  legal  intents  and  purposes,  an  absolute  gift, 
the  words  "  to  her  separate  use*'  being  wholly  inoperative. 

Separate 

(a)  5  Fes,  1^6.  (<•)  4  MatL  400. 

(b)  f  Fei,  399.  (d)  5  Mad.  491. 
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Separate  property  is  the  creature  of  a  court  of  equity  | 
it  can  exist  only  in  a  state  of  coverture;  and  in  BarUm 
V.  Briscof  {a\  it  was  determined  that,  when  the  married 
woman  becomes  discovert,  she  has  the  same  power  over 
her  property  as  other  persons.    From  that  decision  it 
followed  as  a  necessary  consequence,  that  when   the 
fetter,  which  had  once  existed,  was  removed,  it  could 
not  again  attach;   and  that  principle   being  admitted^ 
tlie  next  subject  of  investigation  naturally  was,  whether 
any  restraint  upon  alienation,  in  case  of  future  coverture^ 
could  be  valid.     If  a  married,  woman,  upon  becoming 
suijuriSf  were  emancipated,  why  should  a  single  woman, 
who  was  equally  std  Juris  in  respect  of  the  property 
vested  in  her,  ever  be  fettered  ?     Restraints  upon  alien* 
ation,  in  case  of  future  coverture,  had  long  existed,  and 
still  continued  to  exist,  in  the  forms  of  conveyances;  but 
it  was  obvious  that  they  could  not  bear  investigation ; 
and  accordingly,  in   Woodmeston  V.  Walker  {b)^  where 
this  subject  was,  upon  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the 
late  Master  of  the  Rolls,  very  fully  discussed,  it  was  de- 
cided by  Lord  Chancellor  Brougham^  that  a  gift  to  the 
separate  use  of  a  woman  who  was  unmarried  at  the  date 
of  the   will  and  at  the  death  of  the  testator  gave  the 
legatee  an  absolute  interest,  and  that  a  clause  restraining 
her  from  disposing  of  the  gift  by  anticipation  was 
inoperative.      Stanton  v.   HaU{c\    Tyler  v.  Lake{d)9 
Brawn  v.  Pocock  (e),  Newton  v.  Reid  (g),  are  all  autho- 
rities illustrating  and  confirming  this  doctrine. 


As  to  the  case  of  Adamson  v.  Armitagey  it  is  by  no 
means  clear  that  Lydia  Adamson  was  an  unmarried 

woman ; 


(a)  Joe.  605. 

(6)  2  Ruu.  4-  Mylne^  197. 

(c)  2  Ruu.  ^  Myine,  175. 

(d)  4  Xm.  144.     9  Rusi.  ^ 
Myine,  IBS. 

N 


(tf)  a  Ruts.  ^  Myine,  S10.| 
and  see  p.  189.  infrh,  where  will 
be  found  Sir  John  LeacfCt  own 
noteofthia  case. 

(g)  4<Sim.l41. 
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1884.  wmnan;  she  miglit,  for  any  thing  that  appears  to  the 
ocmtrary,  bare  been  a  married  woman,  and  her  has- 
band  night  have  been  a  party  to  the  suit.  Bat  sup- 
posing her  to  have  been  an  unmarried  woman,  the 
Conrt  was  not,  in  that  case,  called  upon  to  determine 
whether  she  took  any  interest  under  the  will  exclusive 
of  the  rights  of  any  future  husband,  but  whether  the 
gift  of  the  interest  of  the  fund  for  her  sole  use  and 
beneit  cot  down  a  previous  absolute  gift  of  the 
IHfincipal.  The  decree,  moreover,  in  Adamsan  v.  Armi-' 
tagej  declaring  the  plaintiff  to  be  absolutely  entitled  to 
the  fend,  is  inconsistent  with  the  supposed  exclusion  of 
the  control  of  any  future  husband.  It  was  competent 
to  her,  undoubtedly,  if  she  afterwards  married,  to  with* 
draw  her  money  by  a  settlement  from  the  marital  con- 
trol; but  it  was  aho  competent  to  her  to  give  it,  if  she 
tbovight  fit,  to  her  husband;  as  it  was,  indeed,  to 
exercise  any  other  act  of  ownership  over  her  property. 

-  Bui,  whatever  doubt  there  may  be  as  to  the  donee 
being  married  or  unmarried  in  the  case  of  Adamson  v. 

Armitaget  in v.  Lyne  it  is  said  the  legatee  must 

have  been  single;  for  there  the  gift  was  to  the  testator's 
wido^  That  is  so  short  a  note,  that  it  cannot  be  relied 
upon  as  an  authority  against  the  cases  in  which  this 
suliject  has  been  deliberately  considered.  The  name  of 
the  plaintiff  is  wanting;  it  does  not  appear  what 
character  the  parties  filled,  nor  what  was  the  object  of 
the  suit;  there  is  no  argument;  and  the  case,  in  fact, 
amounts  only  to  a  dictum  of  Lord  LyndAurst,  that  some 
eflect  roust,  if  possible^  be  given  to  words  used  by  a 
testator,-^a  proposition  too  clear  to  be  denied,  but  which 
is  op^n  to  this  observation,  that  if  the  only  etted  which 
can  be  given  to  words  used  by  a  testator,  is  inconsistent 
with  a  rule  or  principle  of  law^  such  words  must  be 
inoperative. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Spencef  in  reply.  1884. 


The  Master  tfiie  R0LI&* 

Two  questions  are  rmiscd  bj  this  demurrer ;  first,  wlie*  ^00. 7. 
Cbcr  the  testatrix  kss  by  her  will  given  the  ineome  of  the 
fond  in  question  to  the  separate  use  of  her  grand* 
daughter  £/fsa  /  and,  seoondly,  whether,  if  she  intended 
so  to  doy  such  intention  b  now  to  be  carried  into  effect. 
The  bill,  after  setting  out  the  will,  states  that  the  testatrn: 
died  hi  dime  1 829;  and  that  in  December  1829  the  grand* 
danghter  Eliza  married  one  fVoodj  whose  assignee  the 
PlauHiff  is,  and  ki  whose  right,  as  husband  of  Eliza  the 
giandHlaughter,  he  now  daims  the  interest  of  the  fond. 

The  question  is,  whether  sach  statement  shews  any 
interest  in  Wood  the  husband.  It  b  not  material  to  saij 
much  upon  the  first  point,  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
will  does  not  give  the  interest  to  Eliza  separate  from  the 
hosbond.  The  eases  require  very  distinct  and  unequi- 
vocal expressions,  to  create  a  separate  interest  in  the  wife. 
In  T^r  V.  Lake  (a),  the  Lord  Chancellor  says  that  the 
husband  b  not  to  be  excluded  except  by  words  which 
leave  no  doobt  of  the  intention ;  and  of  the  principle 
that  case  of  Tyler  t.  Laie,  which  is  also  reported  before 
the  yioe*Chanoell<x' (6),  and  the  ease  of  Sianion  r. 
Hall  (c),  afford  strong  illostration.  In  neither  of  these 
cases  did  the  claim  of  the  wife  prevail ;  although  in  Slan^ 
ion  V.  Hall  the  whole  machinery  of  the  instrument  proved 
that  such  must  have  been  the  intention,  but  the  required 
words  of  exclusion  were  wanting;  and  in  T^ler  y.  Lake 
the  trustees  were  directed  to  pay  the  shares  of  the  trust 
fund  into  the  proper  hands  of  the  married  women,  to 

and 
•  Sir  C.  Pepyi. 

(a)  a  Xuu.  4  Mjflne,  1  S3.  (c)  9  Buu.  i  Mylne^  1 75. 

.    (h)  4  51m.  144. 
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1834.        find  for  their  own  use  and  benefit;  and  if  they  should 
be  dead,  to  pay  the  same  to  their  husbands.* 

Such  being  the  rule,  is  there  in  this  case  no  doubt  of 
the  intention  to  exclude  the  husband  ?  The  tnie  con* 
atruction  is  quite  the  other  way.  There  is  no  mention 
of  the  husbands,  nor  any  direct  allusion  to  marriage. 
There  is,  indeed,  a  gift  to  the  children  of  her  grand- 
.children,  but  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  testatrix 
had  present  to  her  mind  the  right  which  future  iiusbands 
of  her  grandchildren  would  obtain  in  their  property.  It 
is  immaterial  to  consider  what  effect  the  words  might 
have  had,  if  used  with  reference  to  future  husbands  of 
her  grandchildren,  because  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  are 
in  this  case  used  with  reference,  not  to  any  control  of 
such  future  husbands  of  the  grandchildren,  but  to  the 
possible  control  of  their  noother. 

But  the  more  important  question  is,  whether  the 
intention  to  give  the  income  for  the  separate  use  of 
the  grand-daughter  Eliza^  if  sufficiently  expressed,  can, 
under  the  circumstances,  have  effect  given  to  it  so  as  to 
deprive  the  husband  of  his  ordinary  right  to  the  property  ? 
The  objection  is  that,  the  legatee  being  unmarried  at  the 
time  of  the  testatrix's  death,  the  intended  restriction  was 
inconsistent  with  the  nature  of  the  interest  given,  and 
therefore  inoperative.  That  an  attempt  so  to  fetter  the 
interest  of  a  male  legatee  cannot  succeed,  was  decided 
in  Brandon  v.  Robinson  (a);  and  that  the  same,  rule 
applies  to  an  unmarried  female  legatee,  is  established 
by  IVpodmeston  v.  Walker  (i),  and  Bramn  v.  Pocock.  (c) 

The  only  modern  case,  apparently  inconsistent  with 

these  decisions,  is  that  of v.  Ijyne{d);  but  it  is 

to 

(a)  18  Fes,  429.  fc)  a  Russ.  *  Afyfee,  818. 

(a)  9  Butt.  4r  Myln0, 197.  {d)  i  Toutige,  562. 
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to  be  observed,  that  the  judgment  in  that  case  pro-  18s4. 
ceeded  altogether  upon  the  supposed  intention,  without 
reference  to  the  rule  of  law  as  established  in  the  other 
cases.  It  has  also  been  decided  that  such  fetters,  though 
binding  upon  a  married  female  legatee  during  her  co- 
verture, cease  upon  her  becoming  discovert  Such  is 
the  case  of  Barton  v.  Briscoe,  (a)  It  may,  indeed,  be 
said,  that  in  that  case  the  restriction  was  confined  to 
the  existing  coverture ;  but  in  Jones  v.  Salter  (ft),  a  sub- 
sequent marriage  was  in  terms  provided  against,  and 
yet  Sir  William  Grant  held  that,  after  the  death  of  the 
first  husband,  the  legatee  had  the  absolute  power  over 
the  fund. 

The  only  question,  therefore,  is,  whether,  where  such 
fetters  are  attempted  to  be  imposed  upon  an  unmarried 
female  legatee,  and  she  marries  without  obtaining  pay- 
ment of  the  fund,  such  fetters  are  to  operate  during  the 
coverture.  Why  were  they  inoperative  before  her  mar- 
riage? Because  they  were  inconsistent  with  the  nature 
of  her  estate.  Her  estate  and  interest  were,  therefore, 
absolute  before  marriage;  and  the  trustee  held  the  legacy 
for  her  absolutely.  She  might  have  taken  it  herself,  or 
have  given  it  to  any  one ;  and  why  may  she  not,  by  the 
act  of  marriage,  give  it  to  her  husband  ?  Upon  prin- 
ciple, therefore,  I  should  not  have  had  any  doubt  of 
the  right  of  the  husband :  but  the  very  point  was  de- 
cided in  Newton  v.  Ileid{c);  and  that  case  was  alluded 
to,  without  any  expression  of  disapprobation,  by  the 
Lord  Chancellor  in  Brown  v.  Pocock.  I  must,  tliere- 
fore,  consider  the  point  as  settled. 

Upon  both  points,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
Eliza*s  husband  did  obtain  an  interest  in  his  wife's  legacy^ 
and  that  the  demurrer  must  therefore  be  over-ruled. 

(«)  Jaeo6, 609.         {h)  S  Ruu.  i  Myhie,  S08.        (#)  4  Sim.  14]. 
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Roils.  KENSINGTON  v.  DOLLOND. 

Jfoy  SI. 

By  the  mar.  Tl  Y  a  settlement,  dated  the  14th  of  Naoember  IS06^ 

xn^ofa  "^  a>^  made  previously  to  the  marriage  o^  Harriet 

widow,  her  Elizabeth  O'Hara^  widow,  with  Samuel  Ballard  Whitaker^ 

assigned  to  between  the  intended  husband  of  the  first  part,   the 

two  ^^^  intended  wife  of  the  second  part,  and  Francis  Holland 
upon  trust  •      ^ 

to  invest  and    and  George  Huggins  DoHond^   trustees^   of  the  third 

fiends  to  her  P^^^  reciting  that  Harriet  Elizabeth  CfHara  was  then 

for  her  hfe  for   or  might   become  entitled,  as  the  widow  of  Captain 

and  separate     OHara^    to    considerable  sums   of    money,    under  a 

use,  and  after   grant  or  grants   from   his    Majesty   or  otherwise    ia 

upon  trust  to    respect  of  the  services  of  her  deceased   husband ;    it 

to^hSdSh.   ^*^  witnessed,  that  the  said  Samuel  Ballard  JVhitaker 

ter  by  her  first  and  Harriet  Elizabeth  CfHara  covenanted,   promised, 

herownuse^'  and  agreed   to  and  for  themselves,   and  their  several 

¥k*  ^"^k*"*'    *"*^  respective  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  with 

ter's  hu%md,   ^be  said  Francis  Holland  and  George  Huggins  DoUond^ 

F.^.,  who       ^^\^  executors  and  administrators,  that  all  and  every 

was  one  of  ... 

the  trustees      the  sum  and  sums  of  money  to  which  the  said  Harriet 

menL  became  ^''«^*^^*  CfHara  was  then,  or  to  which  she,  or  the 
bankrupt:  said  Samuel  Ballard  Whitalcer  in  her  right,  might  be- 
the  death  of°  come  entitled  under  any  grant  of  money  from  his 
the  tenant  for  M^esty,  and  all  and  every  other  sum  or  sums  of 
^ee  of  money  and  effects  to  which  the  said  Harriet  Elizabeth 

^cdt*th  ^^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  Samuel  Ballard  Whitaker  in  her 
fund,  subject  right  should  become  entitled  by  any  other  means  what« 
eqi^y  fora*  ^^^^^^y  should  be  paid,  assigned,  and  transferred  to  the 
said  trustees,  upon  trust  to  invest  the  same  in  govern- 
ment or  real  securities,  and  to  pay  the  dividends  thereof 
to  the  said  Harriet  Elizabeth  O'Hara  for  and  during 
her  life,  to  and  for  her  own  sole  and  separate  use, 

in- 
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indepeodeot  of,  wd  wUMrt  l^ing  siibj^  IP  th^  o^n-  18S4« 
troly  4et>t8,  pr  eogngf^m^ts  of  the  md  Samuel  B(*Ii/v4 
Wkilaker^  and  htx  receipt  oaljy  und^r  her  himd,  frogi 
tiooe  to  time  to  be  a  gppd  di^cbar^  for  tb^  seme;  9^ 
after  her  deoeasc^  then  iipoD  truet  to  p#]r»  (trepsfert  md 
assigD  the  said  sum  am}  S¥n^  4>f  mopey  9if^  effibctSy  and. 
the  stocks,  funds,  and  securiti^  im  f^  upon  which  ^t 
same  should  be  invested,  ^nto  Maria  Theresa  Holland^ 
wi&  of  the  said  FrancU  Holland^  and  daughter  of  the 
said  HarriH  Elizabeth  QElara^  her  executors,  admiuis* 
trators,  and  assigos,  to  and  for  h^r  and  their  own  us|| 
and  benefit.  And  a  power  was  reserved  by  the  settle* 
ment  to  Maria  Theresa  Holland  to  appoint  a  nev 
trustee  in  lieu  of  her  busband  Frgndf  fJotUmdi  if  h^ 
should  die  in  the  lifetime  of  her  molJber, 

The  marriage  took  effect;  and  the  trustees  rec^ivcMJI 
a  si^m  of  1909/.  under  grafts  from  his  Majesty  tp 
Harriet  Elizabeth  Whitakevt  in  respect  of  her  fprmev 
husband's  services ;  and  that  sum  was  invested  accord** 
iflg  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement.  Mr.  Whitaker  died 
sopn  after  the  marriage  was  solemnized;  and  in  ^uly 
1813  Francis  Holland  became  a  bankrupt  Mrs. 
Whitaker  died  in  February  1833. 

The  bill  was  61ed  by  the  assignee  of  the  estate  of 
Francis  Holland  ogf^nst  the  trustees  of  the  settlement 
and  Maria  I'heresa  Holland  f  gfxd  it  prayed  that 
the  Plaintiff  might  be  declared  entitled  tp  the  fiiqd 
given  fpr  the  use  and  bejuefit  of  Mrs.  fJoUandf  subject 
to  suph  settlement  as  the  Court  might  ^ii^  1^  tp  dJ^re^ 
in  her  favour,  no  settlement  having  been  np^ade  nf^n 
her  marriage  with  Air*  HoUtmd* 

Mr.  Bickersteth  and  Mr.  Wood^  for  the  Plainti£E^ 

1% 
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It  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  limitation  of  this  fand  to 
Mrs.  Holland  <<  for  her  own  use  and  benefit,"  will  not 
create  a  trust  for  her  sole  and  separate  use.  The 
insufficiency  of  these  words  for  that  purpose  is  the  more 
striking  in  this  case,  because  the  limitation  to  Mrs.  Hoi* 
land  is  preceded  by  another,  in  which  proper  technical 
words  are  used  for  the  purpose  of  giving  to  Mrs.  Whit" 
aier  a  life-interest  in  the  fund  to  her  sole  and  separate 
use.  The  circumstance  of  the  husband  of  Mrs.  Holland 
being  a  trustee  will,  probably,  be  relied  upon  by  the 
other  side;  but  that  can  make  no  difierence,  for  he  is 
associated  with  the  other  trustee^  and  must  be  taken, 
therefore^  to  be  a  trustee,  not  for  his  wife  alone,  but 
for  all  the  purposes  of  the  settlement.  In  Ex  parte 
Beilby{a)j  where  there  was  a  bequest  to  two  trustees, 
one  of  whom  was  the  husband,  in  trust  for  the  wife  for 
lif^  and  after  her  death  for  the  benefit  of  her  children. 
Sir  John  Leach  says,  "  With  respect  to  the  claim  of 
the  wife  to  be  considered  as  entitled  to  this  trust-fund 
for  her  separate  use,  because  her  husband  was  named  a 
trustee  of  the  fund,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  husband 
ia  not  the  only  trustee,  and  that  the  two  trustees  named 
are  trustees,  not  for  this  particular  fund,  but  for  all  the 
purposes  of  the  will;  and  tliere  is  no  sufficient  ground, 
therefore,  for  the  inference  that  the  testator  must  have 
intended  that  she  should  take  the  life-interest  to  her 
separate  use.  What  might  be  the  inference  if  the 
husband  were  the  sole  trustee  of  a  particular  fund  given 
to  the  wife  for  life,  it  is  not  necessary  now  to  determine.** 
In  T\fler  v.  LaAe  (6),  the  words  were  stronger  in  favour 
of  an  intention  to  exclude  the  marital  right  than  in  the 
present  case;  for  there  the  trustees  were  directed  to 
pay  the  shares  of  two  married  women  "  into  their  own 

proper 

(a)  1  Gljfn  4r  Jam,  167.  (b)  4  Sim.  144.     8  Ruts,  t 

Afyine,  165. 
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proper  and  respective  hands,  to  and  for  their  own  use        1834. 
and  benefit  ;*'  yet  the  Vice-Chancellor  held,  that  the   kwimiiotoii 
shares  did  not  vest  in   the  married  women  to  their  v. 

separate  use;  and  that  decision  was  affirmed,  upon 
appeal,  by  the  present  Lord  Chancellor.* 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Hetheringtoriy  for  the  wife.     . 

In  this  case,  one  trustee  was  named  by  Mrs.  Whiiaker^ 
and  the  other  by  Mrs.  Holland;  and  there  is  an  ex- 
press provision  that,  if  Mr.  Holland  should  die  in  the 
lifetime  of  his  wife,  she  should  appoint  a  new  trustee  in 
bis  stead;  so  that,  although  there  are  two  trustees  in 
this  settlement,  yet,  with  reference  to  the  interest  of 
Mrs.  Hollandf  her  husband  is  the  sole  trustee  for  her 
own  use  and  benefit.  In  Darley  v.  Darley  (a),  it  was 
held,  that  where  an  estate  is  given  to  a  husband  **  for  the 
livelihood  of  his  wife,"  he  is  a  trustee  for  her  separate 
use;  and  in  Jones  v.  ,  which  is  cited  in  argu- 

ment in  the  case  of  Lumb  v.  Milnes  {b)i  a  disposition  to 
the  wife  for  her  own  use,  though  there  were  no  trustees, 
was  held  to  be  sufficient  to  exclude  the  right  of  the 
husband.  It  is  true,  that  that  authority  has  not  been 
followed  in  some  subsequent  cases;  but  it  is  no  less 
certain,  that  where  a  bequest  is  made  to  a  husband  in 
trust  for  his  wife,  he  is  a  trustee  for  her  separate  use. 
Tyler  v.  Late  is  not  an  authority  for  the  Plaintiff,  be- 
cause there  the  husband  was  not  a  trustee;  and  Ex  parte 
Beilby  has  no  application,  because,  in  that  case,  the 
trustee  associated  with  the  husband  was  plainly  asso- 
ciated with  him  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  will. 

Mr.  cZ  Romilli/f  for  the  trustees. 

Mr. 
*  Lord  Brougham, 

(a)  5  Aik.  899.  W  5  Ves.  S9(k 
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DarUjf  ▼•  Darlof  is  shewn  by  Lord  AhjanUy  to  have 
been  incorrectly  reported  in  Atkyns^  the  decree  being 
directly  the  reverse  of  what  it  is  there  stated  to  have 
been ;  Lee  v.  Prieaux.  (a)  It  is  now  setdedi  that  the 
question,  whether  there  is  an  intention  to  give  a  sepa- 
rate estate  to  a  married  woman,  cannot  be  determined 
by  inference;  the  intention  must  be  manifested  by  words 
suffietendy  definite  and  technical  to  create  such  an  estate; 
and  io  this  settlemmt  there  are  no  such  words* 


Tie  M48TW  ^/Ae Roixa. 

The  intention  to  give  a  separate  estate  must  be  clearly 
expressed.  A  gift  to  a  mfe  for  her  own  use  and  benefit 
does  not  clearly  express  such  an  Intention ;  nor  does  a 
gift  to  a  husband  for  his  wife's  own  use  and  benefit,  the 
husband  being  one  of  the  trustees  of  a  settlement,  clearly 
indicate  such  an  intention ;  more  especially,  when  it  is 
considered  that  in  this  case  a  trust  for  the  separate  use 
of  a  married  woman  is  clearly  expressed  in  the  pre- 
ceding part  of  the  settlement.  The  Court  cannot  infer 
that  the  same  efiect  was  intended  to  be  given  to  diflerent 
expressions.  The  Plaintiff  is,  therefore^  entitled  to  the 
decree  prayed  for  by  his  bill. 


(0}  sJ?ra.ac.06L 
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BROWN  i^  POCOCK.  (a)  ^^ 

Nov.  9S. 

T  ADY  POCOCK,  by  her  will,  gave  A  sum  of  6000^  A  testatrix 
"^  upon  trust  for  the  maintenance  and  education  of  toafcmM^ 
the  three  daughters  of  James  Edward  Brawn  until  they  f*'  ^^^ 
Aould  respectively  attain  the  age  of  tWenty-one,  and  married,  thei\ 
thereafter  to  be  paid  to  them  during  their  respective  J^ie  aSfscT 
lives;  and  in  case  of  the  marriage  of  either  of  them,  then  pante  use, 
one  equal  third  part  to  be  invested  for  the  sole  separate  of  andcmaT^ 
and  peculiar  use  of  such  daughter  so  marrying  during  ^^n,  A  grant 
her  life,  and  the  dividends  and  interest  thereof  to  be  chained  on 
paid  to  her  accordmgly,  but  not  by  way  of  anticipation.    ^'^  '^^» 

before  mar^ 
One  of  the  daughters,  upon  attaining  twenty-one,  was  p^ifjj^j^ 
induced  by  her  father  to  grant  an  annuity  charged  upon  the  legatee 
her  share  in  consideration  of  a  sum  of  money  paid  to  *  «'™*'™8«» 
the  father.     This  daughter  soon  afterwards  married, 
and  the  present  petition  by  the  grantee  of  the  annuity 
prayed  the  payment  of  the  annuity  out  of  the  dividends 
of  her  share  of  the  60002. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  refused  the  prayer  of  the 
petition,  stating,  that  the  grant  of  the  annuity  could  not 
prevail  against  the  daughter  after  marriage ;  the  plain 
intention  of  the  testatrix  being  that,  if  the  daughter 
married,  the  interest  given  for  her  sole  and  separate  use 
should  not  be  defeated  by  anticipation. 

(«)  Reverted  on  appeal;  9  Ruu^^  Mj^^  910. 
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5?"«-  STUCKEY  V.  DREWE. 

A  conveyance  HPHE  bill  was  filed  by  a  creditor,  who  was  dso  the 

miiSe^toir^  assignee  of  the  estate  of  Thomas  Hause^  an  in- 

crediiof  by  a.  '  solvent,  and  it  prayed  that  a  conveyance  of  a  certain 

solvent. cir-     '  tenement  and  garden,  made,  or  purporting  to  be  made^ 

cnm&ttfnces,      Jn  consideration  of  the  sum  of  100/.,  by  House  to  the 

upon  such  .  ^ 

person's  own    defendant  Drewe^  might  be  declared  voluntary  within 

Siulliy  pr^'   ^^^  meaning  of  the  thirty-second  section  of  the  7  G.  4, 
sure  or  tnreat  c.  57.,  and  consequently  fraudulent  and  void  against  the 

Ae^J^^r"'',  <=«ditors  of  the  insolvent, 
or  made  co- 

a^vlewto^*  The  conveyance  was  dated   the  10th  of  September 

divert  the         1828,  and  House  was  arrested  and  went  to  prison  on 
piopertv  frooi  , 

other  ere-.       the  following  6th  o(  November.     There  was  evidence^- 
ditors,  or         qjj  ^j^^  p^,.^  ^f  ^|j^  Defendant,  to  shew  that  Drewe  was  a 

view  to  give  a  creditor  of  the  insolvent  to  the  amount  of  40/.,  and 

a'partioiiar^    ^^  ^^®  difference  between  the  purchase-money  and  the 

creditor,  debt  was  paid  by  Drewe  to  the  insolvent.      The  cir- 

months  before  cumstances  under  which  the  conveyance,  impeached  by 

the  imprison-    the  Plaintiff,  was  made,  are  stated  and  commented  upon 
ment  of  the 

insolvent,  is  a   in  his  Honor's  judgment. 
voluntary  con- 
veyance or  ' 
payment              In  the  proceedings  before  the  Commissioners  of  the 

mwnhig^of       Insolvent  Debtors'    Court,  the    Plaintiff  had   at  first 

the  7  G.  4.       agreed  to  consent  to  the  insolvent's  discharge,  and  to 

take  a  reconveyance  of  the  premises  in  question  from 

the  Defendant  Drewe^  on  paying  to  him   the  sum  of 

100/.,  the  alleged  purchase-money;   but  a  further  sum 

of  ?/•  having  been  demanded  for  costs,  this  arrangement 

was  broken  off,  and  the  Commissioners  discharged  the 

insolvent  unconditionally. 

The 
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The  thirty-second  section  of  the  7  G.4i.  c.57.  is  as 
follows:-— 

**  If  any  prisoner,  who  shall  file  his  or  her  petition  for 
his  or  her  discharge  under  this  act,  shall,  before  his  or 
her  imprisonment,  b^ng  in  insolvent  circumstances, 
vobmfarily  convey f  assign,  transfer,  charge,  deliver,  or 
make  over  any  estate,  real  or  personal,  security  for 
money,  bond,  bill,  note,  money,  property,  goods,  or 
effects  whatsoever,  to  any  creditor  or  creditors,  or  to 
any  person  or  persons,  in  trust  for,  or  to  or  for  the  use, 
benefit,  or  advantage  of  any  creditor  or  creditors,  every 
such  conveyance,  assignment,  transfer,  charge,  delivery, 
and  making  over  shall  be  deemed  and  is  hereby  declared 
to  be  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  provisional  or 
other  assignee  or  assignees  of  such  prisoner  appointed 
under  this  act  Provided  always,  that  no  such  convey- 
ance, assignment,  transfer,  charge,  delivery,  or  making 
over  shall  be  so  deemed  fraudulent  and  void,  unless 
within  three  months  before  the  commencement  of  such 
imprisonment,  or  with  the  view  and  intention,  by  the 
party  so  conveying,  assigning,  delivering,  or  making 
over,  of  petitioning  the  said  Court  for  his  or  her  dis- 
cbarge from  custody  under  this  act.*' 

Mr.  Bickersteth  and  Mr.  Jacobs  for  the  Plaintiff. 

There  is  the  strongest  reason  to  conclude  in  this 
case,  from  the  conduct  and  declarations  of  the  insolvent, 
that  the  transaction  between  him  and  the  defendant  was 
a  mere  colourable  sale,  the  real  object  of  which  was  to 
defraud  the  insolvent's  creditors.  It  b  said,  indeed, 
that  a  debt  of  40^.  was  due  from  the  insolvent  to  the 
Defendant ;  that  the  Defendant  pressed  for  payment  of 
this  money,  and  that  the  debt  was  paid  out  of  the  sum  of 
1002.,  the  alleged  purchase-money;  but  this  account  of 

the 
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1832.  the  trdnmetion  tests  only  on  tbe  evidence  of  a  ringle 
witness,  who  is  the  brother-in-law  of  the  insolvent,  and 
.  who,  in  fact,  acted  as  his  agent  Both  the  conveyance 
and  the  alleged  pajrment  of  40/.  were  fraudiilent  and 
void,  under  the  thirty-second  section  of  the  7  Ga.  c.  57., 
as  against  the  creditors  of  the  insolvent,  having  been 
vduMarilif  made  f(rithin  three  months  before  the  in- 
solvent Was  arrested  and  went  to  prison. 

Mr.  Beatnes  ftnd  Mr.  Stinion^  for  the  Defendant 

The  real  sura  in  dispute  amounted  only  to  7/.,  for  the 
Plaintiff  was  content,  in  the  proceedings  under  the  Insol- 
vent Debtors'  Act,  to  pay  back  the  1002.  purchase  money, 
which  the  Commissioners  considered  it  just  that  the  De- 
fendant should  receive.  As  to  the  debt  of  40/.  due  from 
the  insolvent  to  die  Defendant,  which  it  is  sought  to 
impeach,  it  is  in  evidence  that  the  insolvent  was  pressed 
for  the  payment  of  that  debt  as  early  as  the  month  of 
Febrtmry  1828.  The  ckuse  in  the  7  G.4.  c.  57.  cannot 
apply  to  this  conveyance,  for  tbe  Plaintiff  has  in  effect 
admitted  that  the  Defendant  was  a  bond  fide  purchaser 
for  the  whole  amount  of  the  purchase-money ;  and  it  is 
proved,  at  any  rate,  that  the  Defendant  paid  the  differ- 
ence between  the  purchase-money  and  the  debt;  how, 
then,  can  it  be  pretended  that  this  was  a  voluntary 
conveyance  ? 

The  MAST£ii  of  the  Rolls. 

The  Commissioners  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court 
appear  to  have  discharged  the  insolvent,  upon  the  notion 
tliat  it  was  a  reasonable  proposition  that  1002.  should  be 
paid  by  the  Plaintiff  in  this  suit,  in  consideration  of  a 
reconveyance  of  the  premises  in  question  from  Drewe. 
In  that  notion  they  were  plainly  mistaken.  Tho  sura  of 
100/.  ought  not  to  have  been  paid,  because  such  a  pay- 

m«t 
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ment  went  to  admit  the  validity  of  a  conveyance  which       1832. 
gave  a  fraudulent  preference  to  Br  erne. 

In  order  to  avoid  this  conveyance,  it  must  be  estab- 
lishedi  first,  that  House  was  in  insolvent  circumstances 
at  the  time  of  executing  it;  and,  secondly,  that  it  was  a 
vciuntafy  conveyance.  That  he  was  in  insolvent  circum- 
stances is  proved  beyond  all  doubt  by  the  proceedings 
under  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  even  if  that  fact  were 
not  established  by  the  conduct  of  the  insolvent.  The 
single  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  this  was  a  volun- 
tary conveyance  ? 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  these.  On  the  application 
of  the  Plaintiff  Stuckey  for  the  payment  of  his  debt,  the 
insolvent  made  a  proposition  to  pay  it  in  three  instal- 
ments; which  proposition  was  accepted.  He  did  not 
pay  the  first  instalment,  and,  upon  being  pressed  for  pay- 
ment, he  entered  into  a  second  engagement,  which  he 
also  fiuled  to  fulfil ;  and  in  fact,  his  solicitor,  in  a  letter 
addressed  to  the  Plaintiff,  fairly  admitted  that  House  was 
unable  to  pay  the  money.  At  this  time,  on  the  6th  of 
September^  the  insolvent  came  up  to  London  from  his 
bouse  in  Somersetshire^  proceeded  to  the  residence  of 
Drewe^  his  wife^s  uncle,  and  on  the  lOth  of  September 
executed  the  conveyance  in  question.  There  was  no 
previous  investigation  of  tide,  and  it  does  not  appear 
that  any  particular  of  the  estate  was  furnished  to  Drewe. 
It  is  said  that  he  made  this  conveyance  in  consequence  of 
an  antecedent  pressure  for  a  debt  of  M/.  on  tiie  part  of 
Drewe;  but  how  came  it  that  it  never  oecurred  to  the 
insolvent  to  propose  this  conveyance  to  Stuckmf^  who 
was  a  creditor  to  a  much  larger  amount,  and  much 
more  pressing  than  Drewe?  Having  executed  this 
conveyance,  he  returned  into  the  country ;  and  it  appears 
from  the  evidence  of  Morris^  an  auctioneer,  that  he  made 

Vol.  II.  O  a  colour- 
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188^.  *  cdoarable  sale  oF  his  fixtares  and  fiurming  tttensilsf 
and  did  not  conceal  his  intention  of  getting  rid  of 
Stucia/s  claim  by  going  to  prison,  and  taking  the 
benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  AcU  It  is  difficult, 
therefore,  to  belieTe  that  his  previous  jMrney  to  die 
residence  of  Dreaoe  was  not  made  with  the  same  view  of 
defrauding  the  Plaintiff. 

Upon  the  clause  of  the  7  6.  4.  c.  57.  it  does  ool 
appear  that  there  has  been  any  decision,  or  that  the 
attention  of  any  of  the  Courts  has  hitherto  been  called 
to  it  If  the  conveyance  be  made  to  a  creditor  upon 
the  motion  of  the  insolvent,  and  not  in  consequence 
of  any  pressure  or  threat  on  the  part  of  the  creditor, 
it  must  be  considered  a  voluntary  conveyance.  If  it 
be  made  colourably,  and  with  a  view  to  divert  die 
property  from  the  reach  of  other  creditors^  it  is  plainly 
a  voluntary  conveyance.  Again,  if  it  be  made  with  a 
view  to  give  a  fraudulent  preference  to  any  creditor,  it  is 
a  voluntary  convqranoe*  Under  all  the  circumstances 
of  tliis  case,  I  am  very  much  inclined  to  doubt  whether 
the  sale  to  the  defendant  was  not  merely  colourable. 
But  if  it  was  made  ban&Jldef  and  was.not  merely  colour^ 
abl^  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  proceeded  altogether  upon 
the  motion  of  the  insolvent,  and  that  the  conveyance 
was  consequendy  voluntary.  Upon  the  whde,  tbougb 
the  amount  of  the  sum  in  dispute  between  the  parties 
was  so  small  that  the  matter  might  and  ought  to  bave 
been  setded  without  resort  to  a  court  of  equity,  yet, 
as  that  course  has  not  been  taken,  the  Court  is  bound  to 
pronounce  that  this  was  a  voluntary  conveyance  witbin 
the  true  construction  of  tbo  ad,  and  must  consequendy 
be  avoided. 
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STURGE  I.  STARR.  ^^^ 

Feb.  15. 

JJ/tLLIAM  STARR  beqneiitbed  one  sixth  of  the  A  man,  al- 

tiroddte  of  his  real    estates  to  trustefes,    upon  ^^^^^l 

trast  Ui  invest  the  same,  and  (my  the  dividends  into  the  cereinoDy  of 

hands  of  his  daughter  Geof^na  Whaiford^  or  of  such  ^wT^^ 

person  as  she  should  appomt,  to  her  separate  use,  and  joined  with 

after  her  decease  upon  trust  for  the  benefit  df  her  ehil-  ing  an  assign- 

drcn.    The  testator  died  in  1807.    The  ceremony  of  J?cntofhcr 

^         hfe  interest 
marriage  was  afterwards  performed  between  Georgiana  in  a  trust  fund 

tVhatford  and  a  person  named  Wright^  who  was  in  fact  ^i^l^'The 

married  at  the  time  to  another  woman.     Georgiana  fraud  prao- 

Whatford  lived  with  Wright  in  ignorance  of  the  fact  of  q^  >r"by'the 

his  prior  marriage,  and  received  the  dividends  of  the  P«^°  ^^^ 

trust  fimd  until  the  year  I8I69  when  she  and  her  sup»  racter  of  iier 

posed  husband  contracted  to  sell  her  inteiest  in  the  StS^t^the 

legacy  to  John  Shtrge  for  the  sum  of  SS3/.  14«.|  which  validity  of  the 

sum  was  paid  to  her  and  Wrighi^  and  a  deed  of  assign-  ^^^^^^ 

ment  to  Sturge^  dated  the  22d  of  June  1816,  was  exe-  necessary  to 

cuted  by  them  jointly.     The  bill  was  filed  by  Sturge  posed  husband 

against  the  representative  of  the  surviving  trustee  of  ^  P^^y  Y*^  ^ 
'^  ®  suit  instituted 

the  trust  fund,  and  Georgiana  Whatford^  for  the  pur-  by  the  pur- 

pose  of  obtaining  the  benefit  of  the  assignment.  }^^  the 

benefit  of  the 

On  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  it  was  contended  by  "«"P""«°'* 

Mr.  Tredaoe  that  the  transaction  was  tainted  by  the 

fraud  of  one  of  the  parties  to  it,  and  that  the  deed  of 

assignment,  having  been  obtained  from  a  person  as* 

suming  a  false  character,  and  imposing  as  well  upon 

Geofgiana  Whaiford  as  upon  the  Plaintifl^  was  not  such 

an  instrument  as  a  court  of  equity  would  carry  into 

execution.     It  was  like  the  case  of  a  legacy  given  to  a 

O  2  person 
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188S.  person  in  a  character  which  did  not  belong  to  him,  and 
which  he  had  fraudulently  induced  the  testator  to  be- 
lieve that  he  sustained.  In  such  a  case  the  Court 
adopted  the  rule  of  the  civil  law  (a) ;  **  fidsam  causam 
legato  non  obesse,  verius  est,  quia  ratio  legandi  legato 
non  cohseret ;  sed  plerumque  doli  exceptio  locum  habebtt, 
81  probetur  alias  legaturus  non  fuisse;"  and  the  legacy 
will  fail:  Kennell  v.  Abb(dt.{b)  It  was  also  insisted 
that  Wright  ought  to  have  been  made  a  party  to  the 
auit 

The  Master  (^the  Rolls. 

The  false  character  under  which  Wright  acted  cannot 
aiFect  the  validity  of  this  transaction.  The  property 
was  Georgiana  Whatfbrd^%\  and  the  instrument  by 
which  it  was  assigned  was  her  instrument,  not  her 
supposed  husband's.  She  might  not  have  executed 
such  an  instrument  had  she  been  aware  of  the  fraud 
that  had  been  practised  upon  her  by  Wright;  but  that 
fraud  could  not  affect  the  rights  of  a  bon&Jide  purchaser. 
fFr^^s  participation  in  the  execution  of  the  instrument 
must  be  considered  as  nugatory.  It  is  not  necessary, 
therefore,  that  he  should  be  a  party  to  the  suit. 

(a)  2)^.  JU6. 35.  tit  1.  1. 7S.  t.  6.  (6)  4  Fet.  SOS. 
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Rolls. 

LECHMERE  v.  LAVIE.  1832. 

July  S5. 

nnHE  testatriK  Ann  Lavie  made  a  codicil  to  her  will  Words  of 
"■^    in  the  following  words:  — "  1  hope  none  of  my  ^^a?^""* 
children  will  accuse  me  of  partiality  in  having  left  the  amountug  to 
largest  share  of  my  property  to  my  two  eldest  daughters*  ^^^^^  ^m  not 
my  sole  motive  for  which  was  to  enable  them  to  keep  c^^te  a  trust 
house  so  long  as  they  remain  single;  but  in  case  of 
their  marrying,  I  have  divided  it  amongst  all  my  chil« 
dren.    If  they  die  single,  of  course  they  will  leave  what 
they  have  amongst  their  brothers  and  sisters,  or  their 
children/' 

The  testatrix  left  her  two  eldest  daughters,  Anna 
Maria  Lavie^  and  Sarah  Laoie^  two  sons,  and  anothet 
daughter,  the  Plaintiff  Emilia  Lechmere^  surviving  her, 
a  fourth  daughter,  Fi-ances  Si.  John^  having  died  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  testatrix. 

Anna  Maria  Lavie  died  without  having  been  married ; 
and,  by  her  will,  bequeathed  all  her  property,  subject 
to  a  few  pecuniary  legacies,  to  her  sister  Sarah. 

Sarah  Lame  also  died  without  having  been  married, 
and  having  made  a  will,  which  contained  the  following 
passage :  —  **  The  whole  of  the  money  left  me  by  my 
dear  mother,  as  well  as  my  sister,  and  likewise  what 
Aunt  Blaney  left  to  my  sister,  is  all  now  mine,  and 
invested  in  the  navy  4  per  cents."  Sarah  Lavie  pro* 
ceeded,  by  her  will,  to  dispose  of  her  property  among 
her  relations,  but  otherwise  without  regard  to  the  above- 
stated  codicil  to  the  will  of  her  mother. 

O  3  The 
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1832.  The  bill  was  filed  by  Tlionm  Lutiier  Lechmere  and 

Emilia  his  wife  (the  only  sumring  child  of  the  testatrix 
Ann  Ijme)y  and  by  children  of  deceased  sons  and 
daughters  of  the  tesfatrix  Ann  Lavie^  against  the 
personal  representative  of  Sarah  Lavie^  who  was  also 
the  perianal  representative  of  Anna  Maria  LavUf  and 
of  the  testatrix  Ann  Idtoie^  and  against  other  parties 
interested  under  the  will  of  Aon  home  $  and  th^ 
principal  question  ii^  the  cause  was^  whether  the  wordii 
of  the  codicil  amounted  to  recommendationi  so  as  tp 
create  a  trust  in  the  propfxty  given  by  the  will  of  Ajxn^ 
Lavie  to  her  two  eldest  daughters  for  the  benefit  of  ^f 
brothers  and  sisters  or  thei^  children* 

For  the  Plaintiff  it  was  argued,  that  it  had  been 
frequently  determined  that  words,  amounting  to  a  desire 
or  recommendation  in  ^  ij^ill,  would  ^aise  a  truaty  and 
be  equivalent  to  an  express  disposition:  Backs  Tk 
England  {a\  Harding  v.  Gfyn  (i),  Malim  v«  Keighlej/s  (c) 
Here  the  nf ords  were  stronger  than  a  recommendation  f 
for  they  expressed  the  fullest  confidence,  on  the  part  of 
the  testatrix,  that  the  course  recommended  by  her  would 
be  ia)plicitly  adopted*  Now,  words^  expre^iog  the 
fullest  confidence  that  a  particular  course  wo]|;dd  h^ 
adopted  had  beea  held  to  be  imperatives  Wright  r^ 
Athfns.  {d)  The  only  difiiculty  in  such  cases  had  been, 
not  i^  determining  thf;  sufficiency  of  words  pf  recom* 
mendatio^i  or  of  confident  expectation  to  create  a  Irusf^ 
hut  in  determiniog  the  ptg^cts  of  the  trust,  where  tho/s^ 
objects  were  not  clearly  defined-  In  this  ci^se,  tfaf 
testatrix  bad  pointed  out  with  sufficient  distinctness,  the 

pei^soi^ 

(a)  S  K<pm.  466.  P1VC.C&.  900.  JUvanletf  from   the   Registrar't 

(6)  1  Atk,  469. ;  and  see  Bnnim  book. 

V.  Higgi^ 5  Vei.SQl. nfhere Hard'  (c)  S  Vet.  juo. SSS.,  and  589# 

ing  V.  Gfyn  is  stated  by  Lord  {d)  1  Turn,  ^  Rutt.  14J. 
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persons  to  whom  she  desired  the  property  given  to  her  ^  1858. 
two  eldest  danghters  to  gO|  in  the  event  of  those 
daoghters  dying  single.  By  the  words  <^  amongst  their 
brothers  and  sisters,  or  their  children,"  the  testatrix 
eTidentij  contemplated  aa  equal  division  of  the  property 
among  such  brothers  and  sisters  as  should  be  living  at 
the  death  of  the  two  eldest  daughters  respectively,  and 
the  children  of  such  brothers  and  sisters,  to  take  by 
representation,  as  should  be  then  deceased* 

On  the  other  side  it  was  contended,  that  it  was  unne* 
cessary  to  consider  what  effect  might  be  given  to  the 
supposed  limitation,  inasmuch  as  no  trust  was  created 
by  the  language  of  the  codicil.  There  were  three  tests 
laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Wright  v.  Aityns  (a),  for 
the  purpose  of  trying  wbet}ier  a  trust  was  created  by 
means  of  an  obligation  imposed  upon  the  conscience  of 
a  legatee;  the  words  must  be  imperative^  the  subject 
most  be  certain,  and  the  object  as  certain  as  the  subject 
Would  the  present  case  bear  the  application  of  any  one 
of  these  tests  ? 

In  the  first  plsce^  the  words  were  much  too  vagMe  to 
raise  a  trust,  or  be  considered  equivalent  to  a  testa* 
mentary  disposition;,  they  amounted  to  no  more  than 
an  expression  of  the  testatrix's  expectation  that  her 
danghters  woald,  in  the  event  contemplated^  be  prompted 
by  natural  afiection  to  leave  their  property  to  their 
nearest  relations;  an  expectation  which  had,  in  fiiQl, 
been  fulfilled,  though  the  daughters  had  exercised  their 
own  discretion,  as  they  had  a  right  to  do,  in  disposing 
of  proper^  which  was  absolutely  vested  in  them  —  in 
sekcting  the  particular  objects,  and  apportioning  the 
shares  of  their  bounty* 

As 

(a)  1  Turn.  4*  Ruts.  145. 
O  4 
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As  to  the  second  test,  namely,  the  certainly  of  the 
subject,  the  words  **  what  they  have"  would  compre* 
hend  property  of  which  the  testatrix  had  no  right 
whatever  to  dispose;  and,  in  point  of  fact,  both  the 
sisters  died  in  possession  of  very  considerable  property 
which  they  derived  from  other  sources  than  the  will  of 
their  mother.  That  circumstance  alone  was  conclusive 
against  the  argument  that  a  trust  was  created  by  the 
language  of  this  codicil. 

Nor  were  the  objects  of  the  supposed  limitation  less 
uncertain  than  the  subject ;  for  the  words  might  import 
a  disposition  either  among  the  brothers  and  sisters,  or 
among  their  children ;  and  supposing  it  to  be  intended 
that  the  children  were  only  to  stand  in  the  place  of 
their  parents,  the  words  were  open  to  all  the  diffi- 
culties arising  from  the  disposition  of  property  among 
classes  who  were  to  take  in  succession.  It  was  impos* 
sible^  for  instance,  to  say,  whether  the  testatrix  intended 
to  exclude  any,  and  what  individuals  of  each  class, 
in  the  events,  which  had  actually  happened,  of  one  of 
the  cUss  of  brothers  and  sisters  dying  in  her  lifetime^ 
and  others  of  the  class  of  children  dying,  or  coming 
into  esse^  at  different  periods  between  the  date  of  her 
will,  her  own  death,  and  the  death  of  each  of  her 
eldest  daughters.  In  no  view  of  this  case,  therefore, 
could  it  be  contended  that  a  trust  was  created,  or  that 
the  property  in  question  did  not  vest  absolutely  in  the 
two  eldest  daughters. 

Mr.  Pemberion  and  Mr.  CrompUmi  for  the  Plaintiffi. 

Mr*  Bickersfeihf  Mr.  Tinney^  Mr.  Ellison^  Mr.  Schom* 
herg^  and  Mr.  Flather,  for  different  Defendants. 

The 
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The  Mastxr  of  the  Rolls.  1832. 

I  consider  the  words  of  this  codicil,  as  words  express-  Lbcbmbbb 
ing  the  expectation  of  the  testatrix,  but  not  as  words  Lav'u. 
of  recommendation,  or  as  intended  to  create  an  obliga- 
tion upon  the  two  eldest  daughters*  The  words  apply 
not  simply  to  the  property  given  by  the  testatrix,  but  to 
all  property  which  the  daughters  might  happen  to  pos- 
sess at  their  deaths,  leaving  what  she  gives  by  her  will 
at  their  disposition  during  their  lives,  and  extending 
to  property  which  might  never  have  belonged  to  heri 
and  wanting  altogether  certamty  of  amount* 
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Dec.  7.  Itf. 

Bequest  of  a 
residue  to  !)• 
for  life,  with 
remainder  to 
her  daughter 
X.,  if  she 
should  survive 
her  mother 
and  attain 
twentvonei 
but,  if  not, 
then  to  such 
other  children 
of  D.  as  should 
be  living  at 
their  mothers 
decease,  and 
should  attain 
twentv-one ; 
and  if  ail  such 
other  children 
of  D.  should 
die  under 
twenty-one^ 
then  over  to 
M.    D.  sur- 
vived her 
daughter  2^., 
and  her  only 
other  child 
attained 
twentj-one, 
but  died  in 
her  lifetime : 
Held,  that  on 
the  death  of 
2>.  leaving  no 
children,  the 
bequest  over 
to  M.  took 
effect. 


MACKINNON  v.  SEWELL. 

nnHE  will  of  I^dia  Vernon  gave  the  residue  of  her 
personal  estate  to  trustees,  and  the  sunrivor,  and 
the  executQrs  and  administrators  of  such  survivori  upon 
trust  to  invest  the  same  in  the  public  funds,  or  on  real 
securities,  and  to  receive  and  pay  the  dividends  and 
income  thereof,  as  the  same  should  become  due  and 
payable,  unto  her  daughter  Caroline  Dewar  during  her 
life.  It  then  proceeded  in  these  words :  —  "  And  from 
and  after  her  decease,  upon  trust  to  assign,  transfer,  and 
pay  the  principal  thereof,  with  the  dividends  and  interest 
then  grown,  unto  my  said  grand-daughter  Caroline  1^ 
dia  Dewar  [who  was  the  daughter  of  the  said  Caroline 
Dewar},  if  she  shall  survive  her  said  mother,  and  live  to 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  in  the  mean  time^ 
after  her  said  mother's  decease,  to  pay  and  apply  the 
dividends,  interest,  and  income  thereof  for  or  towards 
her  maintenance  and  education.  And  in  case  the  said 
Caroline  Lofdia  Dewar  shall  not  survive  her  said  mother, 
and  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then 
upon  trust  to  assign,  transfer,  and  pay  all  the  said 
trust-stocks  and  premises  to  such  other  child  or 
children  of  my  said  daughter  Caroline  Dewir^  in  such 
manner  as  she  shall,  by  any  writing  under  her  hand, 
notwithstanding  her  coverture,  nominate^  direct,  or 
appoint;  and  for  want  of  such  nomination,  direction,  or 
appointment,  then  in  tr^ist  to  assign,  transfer,  and  pay 
all  the  said  trust  stocks,  securities,  and  premises,  to 
such  other  child  or  children  of  my  said  daughter  Caro^ 
line  Dewar  as  shall  be  living  at  the  time  of  her  decease^ 
equally  to  be  divided  between  them,  share  and  share 
alike,  if  more  than  one,  and  if  but  one,  then  the  whole 

to 
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to  luch  only  child,  and  |o  he  poid  ihem  FeBpeedvely  1898. 
after  their  said  mother's  deceaae,  whea  and  as  they 
respective!;  shall  have  attatnfsd  the  age  of  twentjMUie 
years ;  and  in  the  mean  time,  after  their  said  mother's 
deceasci  the  inoome  of  their  respective  portions  to  be 
paid  or  applied  for  or  towards  their  maintenance  Wfd 
education  respectively.  And  in  cas^  of  the  death  of 
any  of  them  before  such  age,  then  the  share  or  shares  of 
such  child  or  children  so  dying  shall  go  and  be  paid  to 
the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  at  such  time  as  his^ 
her,  or  their  priginal  share  or  shares  is  or  are  made 
payable  as  aforesaid.  And  if  all  such  other  children  of 
my  said  daughter  Caroline  Dewar  shall  happen  to  die 
before  attainment  of  the  said  age  of  twenty*one  years^ 
then  in  trust  fpr,  and  I  give  the  same  to  my  daughter 
Lotiisa  Madnnnofiy  her  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns." 

Th^  testatrix,  Lifdia  Vernon,  died  in  the  year  1789 1 
Caroline  Lydia  Dewar  di^  in  the  year  1800,  in  the 
lifetin\e  pf  her  mother  Caroline  Dewar,  who  in  the  year 
1804  ipade  ap  appointment  of  1000/,  8  per  cent  stocky 
part  of  the  testatri3('s  residuary  estate,  ii^  favour  of  her 
son  and  only  other  child  John  Dewar.  John  Dewar 
died  in  December  1812,  after  having  attained  the  age  of 
twenty-one;  and  Caroline  Dewar,  the  mother,  died  in 
April  1821,  having  outlived  both  her  children. 

At  the  hearing  on  further  directions,  the  questipQ 
raised  between  the  Plaintiff,  claiming  as  personal  repre* 
sentative  of  Louisa  Mackinnon,  and  some  of  th^  Defend' 
ants  who  claimed  under  the  testatrix's  next  of  kin  was^ 
whether,^  in  the  events  which  had  happened,  the  bequest 
over  to  the  testatrix's  daughter  Louisa  Mackinnan  had 
taken  effect,  or  whether  in  those  events  the  testatrix  had 
died  intestate  as  to  her  residuary  estate4 

The 
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18SS.  The  Vioe-Chancellor  having  decided  tbat  the  bequest 

MACKiMMQif    *°  fi^^our  of  Louisa  Mackirmon  was  effectual  (a),  an  ap- 

V.  peal  was  now  brought  from  his  Honor's  decree. 

Sawnx. 

Sir  JB*  Si^gden  and  Mr.  Barber^  in  support  of  the 
appeals 

The  gift  over  in  favour  o(  Louisa  Mackinnon  has  failed, 
inasmuch  as  the  event  has  not  happened  on  which  that 
gift  is  made  contingent.  The  limitation  is  to  such  other 
children  of  Mrs.  Dewar  as  shall  be  living  at  the  death 
of  their  mother,  and  if  all  such  other  children  shall  die 
under  age,  then  to  Louisa  Mackinnon.  In  point  of  fact 
there  was  no  such  child,  that  is  to  say,  no  child  who 
survived  the  mother,  and  died  before  attaining  twenty- 
one.  The  case,  therefore^  in  which  Louisa  MackinnorCs 
contingent  interest  was  to  vest,  if  at  all,  has  not  oc- 
curred ;  and  the  event  which  has  taken  place,  of  the 
children  attaining  twenty-one  and  dying  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  mother,  the  testatrix  has  wholly  overlooked,  and 
consequently  omitted  to  provide  for.  She  assumed  that 
if  children  attained  twenty-one  they  would  be  living  at 
their  mother^s  death,  and  therefore  she  did  not  give  the 
fund  over  in  the  event  of  such  children  not  being  then 
alive.  She  never  meant  the  limitation  over  to  take  effect 
if  the  children  attained  twenty-one ;  or,  if  that  was  her 
meaning,  she  has  not  expressed  it,  and  the  Court  has 
no  right  to  make  a  will  for  her.  The  words  describing 
the  condition  on  which  the  interest  given  to  Louisa 
Mackinnon  was  to  arise  are  clear  and  unequivocal ;  that 
condition  has  not  been  fulfilled  in  either  of  its  parts ; 
for  no  child  of  Mrs.  Dewar  survived  her,  and  died 
under  twenty-one;  and  unless  it  is  to  be  laid  down  as  a 
general  proposidon,  that  a  legacy  can  never  be  given 

upon 

(a)  5  jSSiii.78.,  where  the  will  and  the  fi^ts  of  the  case  are  more 
fWUy  stated* 
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upon  a  contingency,  a  proposition  entirely  opposed  to  1888. 
the  authorities,  this  decree  cannot  be  supported.  His 
Honor  in  his  judgment  relied  upon  Jones  ▼•  Westcomb^ 
Murray  v.  Jones^  Staiham  v.  BeU^  and  Gulliver  v.  Wickett^ 
a  class  of  cases  which  really  have  no  application  here. 
GyUhxr  v.  Wickett{a)  only  decided,  that  when  an  estate 
is  devised  to  the  child  oi  A.^  and  if  that  child  die  under 
twenty-one,  then  over  to  J3«,  the  devise  over  takes  effect^ 
/dthough  by  reason  that  a  child  of  ^.  never  came  into  esse^ 
the  preceding  estate  never  vested ;  in  other  words,  that 
the  terms  of  the  condition  include  by  necessary  impli- 
cation the  case  of  there  being  no  child,  the  object  plainly 
being  that,  if  no  child  attained  twenty-one,  which  was 
substantially  the  condition  of  the  gift,  the  limitation  over 
should  take  effect;  and  this  was  equally  answered, 
whether  a  child  never  came  into  esse^  or  whether,  having 
come  into  ^5se,  it  died  under  age*  The  decisions  in  Jones 
y.  Westcomh{p\  and  Murray  v.  Jones  {c\  depended  on 
precisely  the  same  principle.  In  the  latter  case,  if  the 
testatrix  had  but  one  child  living  at  her  decease,  she 
gave  certain  property  over  in  favour  of  Mrs.  Feevxett 
and  her  issue;  and  it  was  held,  that  though  the  tes- 
tatrix in  fact  left  no  child,  the  bequest  over  was  effectual. 
The  condition  was  there  read  as  if  it  had  stood,  *^  in 
case  I  leave  no  more  than  one  child,''  which  was  obvi- 
ously the  meaning  of  the  expression,  and  which  strictly 
included  within  it  the  case  of  there  being  no  children. 
These  cases,  however,  are  very  different  from  the  one 
before  the  Court;  for  in  all  of  them  it  will  be  found, 
.upon  examination,  that  the  individual  who  was  to  take 
the  intermediate  estate  on  which  the  limitation  over  was 
made  to  depend  never  had  existence ;  whereas  here,  the 
children  to  whom  the  prior  estate  is  given  did  come 

into 

(«)  1  WiU,  105.  (r)  iV.^B.  313. 

{b)  Free.  CA.316.     1  Eq.  Ca. 
Abr,  945.  pi  10. 
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1898.  into  esse,  but  did  not  die  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  tte 
WiR  in  ordet*  to  entitle  the  eonditiond  legflte^  The 
cteeision  is  at  varianee  Itith  all  the  eases,  which  estaUish 
beyond  dispute,  that  wtiere  a  I^acy  is  given  over  iipdn 
a  contingency,  the  very  contingency  specified  mtM 
happen  before  the  legatee  over  cbt)  take  any  thing: 
Waiam  V.  Chitty  {a)j  Miller  v.  tina'e(h\  Doe  v.  Ship- 
phard{c\  CMiofpe  V4  Gough  {d%  BintplM  v.  Vkken{e\ 
Saket  V.  Hafibuty.  {g)  .  The  decision  in  CaUhbtpe  t. 
Oough  was  very  much  considered  in  the  siibsequent  case 
xyfD&o  V.  Brabani  (A),  and  has  been  nnirorhily  Mbwed 
and  Approved  of  since. 

Mr.  Pepys,  Mr.  Swamion^  and  Mr.  Chifigf  for  otb^ 
parties  interest^  in  siipporting  the  appeal. 

The  AUometf*General  (Sit*  W.  Home)i  TAt.  Knigh^ 
knd  Mr.  Beames^  in  support  of  tlie  decree. 

The  Appellant's  argument  proceeds  throughout  upon 
a  confusion  of  two  things,  in  themselves  perfectly  dis- 
tinct,— gifts  strictly  upon  condition,  and  what  have  been 
termed  conditional  limitations.  With  respect  to  the 
ifbrmer,  the  very  event  upon  which  the  gift  over  is  made 
contingent  must  be  fulfilled  exactly  and  in  specie^  before 
any  subsequent  estate  limited  upon  it  can  ever  arise. 
With  respect  to  the  latter,  it  is  enough  that  the  pre- 
ceding limitation  is  entirely  out  of  the  way,  and  fails  of 
eflbct,  —  whether  in  the  precise  mode  specified  in  the 
instrument,  or  in  any  other,  is  immaterial,  —  and  then 
the  ulterior  gift,  which,  though  subsequent  in  point  of 
time,  is  in  truth  an  independent  limitation,  immediately 

comes 

(a)  3  Fes.  545.  (<?)  14  Fei.  341. 

lb)  I  Fei.  sen.  85.  (g)  s  Ruu.540. 

(e)  Doug.  is.  (A)  5  Bro.  C.  d.  395.    4  T.  R. 

{d)  3  Bro.  C  C.  395.  n.  4  T.      700; 
R.  707.  n. 
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tomes  into  operation.  The  bequest  to  Louisa  MaoUfi^  1838. 
non  belongs  to  the  latter  class.  It  b  posterior  iti  the 
order  of  time  to  the  gift  in  &vour  of  Mrs.  Dewat's 
children ;  and  the  instant  that  gift  fidls  to  the  ground, 
in  consequence  of  there  being  no  individual  answering 
the  description  of  the  person  who  is  to  take  it»  the  limit- 
ation over  takes  effisct  Siaikam  v.  Bell  (a),  Mun^  v. 
Jona{b)f  and  the  other  cases  referred  to,  have  fiiUy 
established  this  prbdpl^  that^  dthougfa  cm  the  fine  of 
m  will  words  may  be  foimd  which,  taken  fiteftally,  would 
apparantly  import  a  condition,  the  Court  is  not,  there* 
fore,  prevented  ftom  constmiog  them  as  words  of  limit* 
atioD,  where  common  sense  and  the  probable  intention 
of  the  teatitor  require  it ;  and  that,  in  general,  wherever 
m  Itgaej  is  given  to  a  party  by  way  of  substitution,  after 
a  preceding  conditional  gift  to  another  class  of  takers, 
audi  legacy  will  equally  have  eflfiict,  whether  the  pre«- 
esdiiig  legatees  have  not  fulfilled  the  conditioti  of  the 
gift,  or  have  never  come  into  existence.  These  priil«» 
ciples  apply  strictly  to  the  present  case^  which  is  on  all 
fears  with  Murray  v.  Jones  (6)  and  QuUvoef  v.  Wickett  (c) 
The  prior  bequest  is,  on  the  death  of  Caroline  Lydid 
in  the  lifetime  of  her  mother,  to  such  tdher  cbiMnen  a^ 
shall  sunrive  their  mother  and  attain  twedty-one.  Now 
there  never  were  any  children  who  answered  that  de* 
scription :  no  ohildrefi  survived  their  mother;  of  course 
no  ittch  children  attained  twenty-one,  so  that  the  ob- 
jects of  that  bequest  never  came  into  esse.  The  inter-> 
mediate  limitation,  therefore,  may,  from  the  objects 
faavmg  failed^  be  put  entirely  out  of  view,  and  the 
gift  in  favour  of  Louisa  Mackinnon,  whose  interest 
was  intended^  and,  in  substance,  directed  to  arise,  in 
case  no  other  children  of  Mrs.  Demar  survived  thehr 

mother 

(a)  Cowp.  40.  (<?)  1  Wilt.  105. 

(*>  sr.^s.  SIS. 


Maceinnon 

V, 

Sbvsll. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

mother  and  attained  twen^-one^  is,  ci  coarse^  accele- 
rated, and  takes  immediate  e£fect. 

Sir  E.  SugdeHf  in  reply, 


Dee.  itf.  ^^  Lord  Chancellor. 

The  question  here  arises  upon  the  construction  of 
Id^dia  VemofiC%  will,  the  residuary  cUuse  of  which  gives 
.the  residue  to  her  daughter  Carcivu  Dewar  for  life,  and 
after  lier  decease  to  her  grand-daughter  Caroline  lAfdiOf  if 
she  shall  survive  her  mother  and  attain  the  age  of  twenty- 
one;  and  in  case  she  shall  not  survive  her  mother  and 
attain  that  age,  to  such  of  Carolines  other  children  as 
she  shall  iq>point;  and  in  default  of  appointment,  to 
such  other  child  or  children  of  Caroline  as  shall  be  living 
at  the  time  of  her  death ;  to  be  paid  when  they  respect- 
ively  attain  twenty-one.  It  then  gives,  th^  shares  of 
such  surviving  children  who  may  die  under  twenty-one 
to  the  survivors  or  survivor,  to  be  paid  at  his  or  their 
reaching  that  age.  Last  of  all  comes  the  gift  over,  upon 
which  the  case  turns,  and  which  provides  for  the  event 
of  all  the  other  children  dying  under  twenty-one.  These 
provisions  already  recited,  having  proceeded  on  the  sup- 
position that  Caroline  Lydia  might  not  come  within  the 
description  of  surviving  her  mother  and  attaining  twenty- 
one,  all  relate  to  the  other  children  of  Caroline^  and  the 
gift  over  is  confined  to  the  same  class,  viz.  the  children 
other  than  Caroline  Lydia^  who  had  been,  as  it  were^ 
disposed  of.  The  same  provisions,  too,  had  contem- 
plated the  case  of  one  or  more  of  the  children  of  Caro^ 
line  dying  under  age.  There  remained  to  be  provided 
for  the  case  of  all  those  children  so  dying,  and  for  that 
the  latter  part  of  the  clause — the  gift  over — provides,  by 
directing  that  if  all  such  other  children  of  Caroline  hap- 
pen 
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pen  to  die  under  age,  then  the  residue  shall  go  to  the        a  883. 

testatrix's  other  daughter  Louisa  Mackinnonj  her  exe-  .^  '  ^  '  ' 

^  '  MacKinnon 

cutors,  administrators,  and  assigns.  v. 
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Caroline  lydia  died  in  the  lifetime  of  her  mother; 
and  John  her  brother,  in  whose  favour  Caroline  partially 
executed  the  power  of  appointment,  survived  Caroline 
Ljfdioj  but  predeceased  his  mother,  not,  however,  before 
he  had  attained  twenty-one.  Thus  he  was  excluded  from 
all  the  residue  beyond  what  he  took  under  the  partial 
appointment;  because  he  did  not  survive  his  mother. 
But  as  he  died  after  majority,  the  question  is,  whether 
or  not  the  gift  over  takes  efiect,  that  gift  being  given,  if 
all  such  other  children  of  Caroline  die  under  age? 

Was  he,  then,  one  of  this  class  ?  If  he  was,  clearly 
the  executory  limitation  cannot  take  effect ;  for  all  the 
children  of  Caroline  did  not  die  under  age.  Supposing, 
therefore,  the  words  <*  all  such  other  children  of  Caro- 
line** were  read  as  if  they  stood  ^*  all  the  other  children 
of  Caroline^**  that  is,  all  except  Caroline  Lydia^  but  with- 
out any  other  specification  or  distinction,  it  is  unquestion- 
able that  the  gift  over  could  not  take  effect  without  doing 
violence  to  the  plain  meaning  of  the  clause;  for  not  only 
the  event  has  not  happened  upon  which  the  executory 
limitation  was  made  to  depend,  but  the  contrary  has 
happened,  one  of  Caroline's  children  having  reached 
majority.  Nor  can  this  position  be  denied  upon  the 
ground  of  the  provision  being  a  conditional  limitation, 
and  the  event  having  only  defeated  a  precedent  limit- 
ation, or  removed  out  of  the  way  a  precedent  estate.  For 
words  importing  contingency  or  condition  shall  never 
be  taken  as  creating  a  conditional  limitation,  unless  to 
effect  the  plain  meaning  of  the  testator,  and  never  where 
the  intention  clearly  imports  a  condition  precedent,  and 
nothing  can  difier  more  than  a  gift  over,  if  all  Carolines 
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1883«  ^     children  die  under  age ;  and  a  gift  over,  if  all  of  them  d«> 
not  reach  majoriiy. 

But  the  decree  of  his  Honor  does  not  rest  upon  any 
such  ground.  The  Respondent  does  not  read  the  words 
as  if  they  were  *'  all  the  other  children  of  CarcUfie^  bul 
takes  them  literally  as  they  stand,  *'  all  such  other  chil« 
dren  of  Caroline^*  and  contend  that  they  describe  one 
class  of  the  children  of  Carolme ;  namelyi  those  who 
survived  hen  Now,  as  none  survived  her,  and,  there- 
fore, that  class  never  came  into  existence^  it  is  argued 
that  die  intention  was  effectually  fulfilled  by  taking  the 
words  as  words  of  limitation,  upon  the  authority  of  that 
class  of  cases  of  which  Jones  v.  We$icomb{a)  is  the  lead- 
ing, though  certainly  not  the  strongest,  or  the  most 
remarkable,  decision. 

To  support  the  decree,  the  Court  must  be  satisfied  of 
two  things;  first,  that  the  words  bear  the  construction 
put  upon  them,  and,  secondly,  that  the  clause  so  con- 
strued comes  within  the  principle  applicable  to  cases  of 
this  description,  and  may  be  taken,  upon  the  authorities, 
as  only  apparently  a  condition,  but  really  a  limitation. 

First,  I  am  dearly  of  opinion  that  the  words  describe 
such  children  of  Caroline  as  survived  lier;  and  this, 
whether  regard  be  had  to  their  literal  import,  or  whe* 
ther  they  be  taken  in  connection  with  the  rest  of  the 
will,  or  considered  with  re&.:«nce  to  the  place  in  which 
they  occur.  The  testatrix,  having  first  provided  for  the 
event  of  Caroline  Lydia  surviving  Caroline  and  reaching 
twenty-one^  proceeded  to  provide  for  the  opposite  event 
of  her  not  surviving,  and  attaining  majority.  In  that 
case—- in  case  she  either  predeceased  or  died  under  age — 

she 
(c)  1  Eq.  Co.  Ahr.  245.  pi.  tO. 
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she  was  to  take  nothing  whaterer.  All  the  provisions  1883. 
that  follow,  therefore,  relate  to  the  other  children  of 
Caroline^  Caroline  Lydia  being  now  supposed  to  be 
out  of  the  question.  A  power  is  first  given  to  CaroUme 
to  appoint  among  those  other  children,  without  wy 
restriction,  either  as  to  survivorship  or  majority.  And 
this  is  the  only  part  of  the  will  where  neither  contingency 
b  introduced.  Then  come  the  provisions,  in  case  that 
power  shall  not  be  exercised.  The  residue  is  to  go 
among  the  other  children  of  Caroline  who  shall  survive 
her,  with  a  clause  of  accruer  in  case  any  shall  die  under 
twenty-one.  And  although  some  doubt  might  arise 
upon  the  construction  of  this  clause,  as  to  whether  the 
accruing  or  only  the  original  shares  are  subject  to  its 
operation,  the  rest  of  the  provisions  make  it  quite 
unnecessary  to  settle  that  point.  But  one  thing  is  un- 
questionable ;  the  class  of  persons  indicated  and  dealt 
with,  through  the  whole  of  this  branch  of  the  will,  is  the 
same;  namely,  children  of  Caroline  surviving  her. 
None  else  are  or  can  be  here  referred  to;  the  words 
**  they,"  ^*  them,"  *'  any  of  them,"  all  mean  those  sur- 
viving children.  Then  immediately  follow  the  expressicm, 
**  such  child  or  children  so  dying,"  that  is,  under  twenty- 
one;  their  shares  are  to  go  to  the  survivors  of  them, 
(that  is,  of  the  survivors  of  Caroline^)  and  be  paid  at 
the  age  of  twenty-one.  It  is  important  to  remark  that 
immediately  after  this  plain  reference  to  the  survivor  of 
the  children  who  survive  their  mother  comes  the  clause 
in  question,  containing  the  gift  over, — <*  and  if  all  such 
other  children  of  Caroline  shall  happen  to  die  before 
attaining  the  said  age  of  twenty-one,"  &c.,  so  that  this 
clause  is  really  a  part  of  that  branch  of  the  will,  the 
subject  of  which  is  confined  to  the  children  of  Caroline 
surviving  her;  and  plainly  refers  to  the  immediately 
preceding  words  of  reference,  *^  such,"  *^  them,"  *^  any 
of  them ; "  and,  what  is  almost  decisive  of  the  meaning, 
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183S.       independent  of  the  words  themselves,  it  provides  for 
MacKinnon    ^^^  ^^^  event  which  the  preceding  provi^ons  had  left 
«.  unprovided  fori  those  provisions  having  contemplated 

the  death,  under  age,  of  some  of  the  surviving  children, 
and  made  an  accruer  of  their  shares  to  those  who  at- 
tained twenty-one,  but  this  last  provision  contemplating 
the  event  of  their  all  dying  under  age,  in  which  case 
the  residue  is  to  go  over  to  Louisa  Mackmnon^ — '*  all 
such  other,''  in  contra-distinction  to  one  or  more  of 
such  other,  the  case  already  provided  for. 

From  this,  which  is,  indeed,  the  natural  construction, 
the  other  doing  great  violence  both  to  the  language  of 
the  clause  and  to  its  connection  with  the  rest  of  the 
will,  it  would  follow  that,  if  any  one  of  Cardine*s 
children  had  survived  her  and  died  under  age,  the 
executory  limitation  over  would  have  taken  effect  ac- 
cording to  the  strictest  construction  of  the  provision, 
and  taking  the  contingency  as  a  condition  precedent; 
for  that  condition  would  then  have  been  literally  ful- 
filled, as  all  the  surviving  children  of  Caroline  would 
have  died  under  twenty-one.  John^  who  predeceased 
her,  it  is  true,  did  reach  that  age;  but  he  does  not 
come  within  the  description  of"  all  such  other  children : " 
he  was  not  a  surviving  child.  But  as  no  child  survived 
Caroline^  and  the  class  described,  therefore,  never  came 
into  existence,  we  are  next  to  consider  the  second  pro- 
position  upon  which  the  decree  rests,  that  the  clause 
may  be  taken  as  importing  limitation,  and  not  a 
precedent  condition. 

What  has  been  said  upon  the  sense  of  the  words,  and 
their  connection «. with  the  foregoing  provisions,  greatly 
aids  this  view  of  the  matter.  It  shews  the  intention 
of  the  testatrix  to  provide  for  the  event  left  unprovided 
for,  the  event  of  all  those  children  being  removed  before 

majority. 
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majority.     Sarviving  their  mother  and  coming  of  age        18SS.' 
are  the  events  constantly  kept  in  view  throughout  this    A^   -  -  * 
branch  of  the  will,  and  both  together.     Surviving  goes  «• 

for  nothing,  unless  the  children  live  to  attain  twenty-  S«rjiix. 
one,  and  vice  vtrsL  .  Caroline  Lydia^  the  first  legatee  of 
the  residue,  takes  nothing,  if  she  either  predeceases  her 
mother,  attaining  twenty-one,  or  survives  her,  and  dies 
under  twenty-one;  nay,  in  either  case,  she  not  only 
takes  nothing  under  the  will  directly,  but  she  is  excluded 
from  the  benefit  of  the  appointment,  the  power  being 
confined  to  the  other  children  at  whatever  time  they  die. 
Then,  all  the  gifts  to  those  other  children  are  carefully 
confined  to  such  as  reach  majority;  and  there  seems 
nothing  at  all  inconsistent  with  this  frame  of  the 
residuary  clause  in  supposing  that  the  testatrix  intended 
to  prefer  her  daughter  Lotiisa  Mackinnon^  if  none  of  her 
grandchildren  survived  their  mother  and  reached  twenty- 
one^ — those  two  conditions  being  throughout  in  her 
view,  and  never  lost  sight  of  except  in  one  instance  only, 
where  she  is  not  herself  distributing  the  residue,  but 
devolving  the  distribution  of  it  .upon  another  by  creating 
a  power.  There  seems,  therefore,  nothing  inconsistent 
with  the  general  intent  in  giving  effect  to  this  executory 
limitation,  by  treating  it  as  a  gift  over  upon  the  removal 
out  of  the  way  of  the  preceding  interestSf  in  whatever 
manner  that  removal  is  effected;  whether  by  persons 
coming  into  existence,  so  as  to  make  the  interests  vest^ 
and  their  dying  under  twenty-one,  so  as  again  to  devest 
their  estates,  or  by  their  never  coming  into  existence^ 
and  thus  never  taking  the  interests  at  all. 

As  it  may  be  said  that  the  authorities  for  the  doctrine 
to  which  I  am  referring  do  not  exactly  touch  a  gift  of 
this  precise  kind,  it  may  be  proper  A  examine  those 
authorities  somewhat  more  closely,  in  order  to  ascertain 
whether  they  differ  from  the  present  case  in  point  of  prin- 
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ISSS.  eiplei  or  only  in  the  particalar  circnmstances.  The 
apparent  dtyerstty,  to  state  it  generally,  is  this»  that  in 
most,  if  not  all  the  cases,  the  event  which  actually  hap- 
pened comprehended  that  for  which  the  gift  provided, 
as  the  greater  includes  the  less,  so  that  the  one  of 
necessity  involved  the  other  in  substance  and  effect; 
whereas  here  there  is  no  such  necessary  consequence* 
Tlus,  in  a  gift  to  A.^  if  the  child  of  which  B.  is  enceinte 
does  not  reach  twenty-one,  the  event  guarded  against  of 
BJs  child  reachinji^  twenty*one  never  can  happen  if  she 
is  not  enceinte  i  but  in  a  gift  to  A^  if  jB.'s  child  sur- 
viving her  does  not  reach  twenty-one,  the  event  guarded 
against  of  B*b  child  reachhag  twenty-one  may  happen 
though  it  dies  before  its  mother.  Accordingly  it  will 
be  found  that  to  reconcile  the  present  case  with  the 
authorities,  we  must  consider  the  event  guarded  against 
to  be,  not  a  child  of  Caroline  reaching  twenty-one,  but 
a  surviving  child  of  Caroline  reaching  that  age.  And 
the  whole  frame  of  the  clause  which  requires  that  the 
children  should  survive  their  mother,  as  well  as  attain 
majority,  justifies  the  Court  in  adopting  (his  qualift- 
oadon% 

All  or  almost  all  the  cases  upon  which  this  doctrine  is 
founded  are  referable  to  one  consideration,  which  it  is 
very  material  to  keep  in  view.  The  construction  which 
they  authorize  is  never  inconsistent  with,  far  less  con- 
trary to  the  plain  intention  of  the  clause  itself,  but  only 
aids  or  furthers  that  intention,  by  supplying  a  manifest 
omission.  In  other  words,  no  real  difference  is  made  ia 
the  result,  for  the  event  contemplated  has  not  happened, 
but  something  equivalent  has  taken  place;  that  is,  some- 
Aing  which  made  it  impossiUe  that  the  result  could  be 
otherwise  than  that  upon  which  the  executory  limitation 
was  made  to  depend.  Almost  all  the  cases  are  those  of 
double  contingencies,  the  second  being  of  a  nq^ve 

nature. 
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nature^  so  tfamt  the  firA  not  happening  amoftiits  to  the  1833. 
same  thing  as  if  both  bad  happened.  Thus  a  beqaest 
over  to  A.  in  case  the  first  takers,  the  unborn  children 
6f  B.,  die  before  they  reach  twenty-one^  read  as  a  con- 
dition, is  a  bequest  to  A.  if  B,  has  children,  and  they 
do  not  live  to  twenty-one ;  and  the  first  pr  affirmative 
contingency  not  happening,  it  fellows  of  necessity  that 
the  second  or  negative  must.  If  it  is  read  as  to  its  sub- 
stance and  import,  and  not  resolved  into  its  parts,  the 
bequest  is,  in  case  no  child  of  B*  reaches  majority,  and 
of  course  none  can  if  he  have  none.  This  is  the  sim- 
plest case,  but  the  others  are  all  similar  in  principle; 
Thus,  a  gift  over  in  the  event  of  the  child  lA  ventre 
9a  mere  dying  under  age  is  a  gift  if  there  be  such  a  child 
born,  and  it  does  not  reach  majority.  The  child  cannot 
reach  majority  if  it  never  existed,  which  was  the  case  of 
Jones  V.  Westcomb{a)j  and  Statham  v.  BeU{b\  or  if  it 
was  still-bom,  as  in  Foster  v.  Cook,  {c)  Therefore,  taking 
die  condition  to  be,  what  it  is  in  substance,  that  no  child 
^ould  reach  twenty-one,  even  as  a  condition  precedent, 
it  has  been  strictly  fulfilled.  At  any  rate,  no  effect  is 
given  to  the  executory  limitation,  which  is  repugnant  to 
the  conclusion  that  would  have  followed  from  considering 
the  matter  in  the  light  of  a  condition  precedent 

In  like  manner,  when  the  event,  upon  the  happen* 
ing  of  which  the  executory  Kmitation  vests,  is,  that  the 
testatrix  should  have  *'  but  one  child,''  this  must  be 
Considered  as  meaning  **  no  more  than  one,"  unless 
riiere  be  something  in  the  limitation  that  connects  it 
with  the  existence  of  one  at  the  least,  in  which  case  t)ie 
condition  becomes  affirmative  and  not  negative.  Ac- 
cordingly, in  Murray  t.  Jones  {d)  it  was  held  that  such 

a  con- 

(a)  1  Eg.  Ca.  Abr.  245.  (c)  B  Sro.  C.  C.347. 

(*)  Cowp.  40.  Id)  IV.^B.  513. 
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1883.       a  condition  meant  in  case  there  should  be  no  more 
^,  ~  ^  children  than  one;  and  that,  there  being  none,  the  event 

MACKINNON  ,  ,  ?  «.       »«►..,. 

V.  had  literally  happened ;  but  it  is  dear  from  Sir  WtUtam 

Sbwbll.  Granfs  reasoning,  that  if  any  thing  whatever  had  turned 
upon  there  being  one  son,  he  would  have  decided  the 
other  way.  This  case,  it  may  be  remarked,  is  not  so 
plainly  one  proceeding  upon  the  principle  established  in 
Jcmes  V.  Westcomb  {a)  as  some  others. 

The  general  observation  which  has  been  made  upon 
the  foundation  of  this  doctrine  applies  to  all  the  cases. 
Thus  in  Aveb/n  v.  Wardijb)^  the  devise  over  to  Ward 
was,  if  Urlifigj  the  preceding  devisee,  should  neglect  to 
execute  a  release  after  the  testator's  death,  and  Urling 
died  in  the  testator's  lifetime.  This  was  held  a  con- 
ditional limitation,  and  not  a  case  of  condition ;  but  there 
was  nothing  in  this  view  repugnant  to  the  nature  of  the 
condition,  if  it  had  been  taken  as  such.  For  the  death 
of  Urling  before  the  testator,  and  the  event  of  Urlitig 
surviving  the  testator  and  neglecting  to  execute  the 
release,  were  one  and  the  same  thing  as  regarded  the 
release.  So  in  Doe  v.  Scott  (c),  if  the  devisee  over  had 
survived  the  testatrix,  he  would  have  taken,  though 
there  had  been  no  default  in  the  first  devisee  to  convey 
an  estate  to  him  within  six  months  after  the  decease 
of  the  testatrix.  There  plainly  the  event  contemplated 
of  no  conveyance  being  made  was  consistent  with,  or 
rather  was  secured  by  the  event  which  actually  hap- 
pened, the  predecease  of  the  first  devisee.  Again,  where 
the  gift  is  to  the  testator's  children  surviving  him,  and 
if  they  all  die  under  twenty-one,  then  over,  the  con- 
dition is  substantially  fulfilled :  the  event  in  effect  hap- 
pens, if  the  testator  leaves  no  children ;  for  his  meaning 

clearly 

{a)  I  Eq,  Co,  Ahr.  S45.  pL  10.  (c)  ZM^^S.  300. 

{b)  1  Vei.  sen.  480. 
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dearly  was  to  give  tbe  residue  over  if  no  child  reached  18S8. 
majority,  and  none  could,  if  none  existed.  This  was  tbe 
case  of  Meadxms  v.  Parry,  {a)  Even  the  cases  which 
seem  less  to  fall  within  the  scope  of  these  observations, 
when  considered  attentively,  are  no  exceptions.  Thus 
Holcrqff%  case  (£)  was  that  of  a  limitation  to  the  first 
and  other  sons  of  A.  in  tail,  enumerating  three,  and 
then,  if  the  fourth  died  without  issue,  to  B. ;  and  it 
might  be  considered  as  really  importing  a  gift  to  B. 
upon  the  failure  of  the  issue  of  AH  first  four  sons  in 
succession,  —  an  event  included  of  necessity  in  that  of 
A.  having  but  one  son,  and  that  son  dying  without 
issue. 

I  have  made  these  observations  for  the  purpose  of 
shewing  that  the  cases  all  go  upon  a  very  rational  and 
intelligible  principle,  — a  r^ard  to  the  substantial  effect 
of  the  contingency  specified,  and  so  to  the  real  intent  of 
the  testator.  In  all  of  them  the  clause  may  be  taken  as 
a  condition,  and  treated  as  such,  without  any  violence, 
provided  we  regard  the  substance  and  result,  and  not 
the  mere  form.  And  looking  to  the  true  import  and 
effect,  it  will  appear  that  even  taken  as  precedent  con- 
ditions  they  have  been  essentially  fulfilled.  Wherever 
this  is  not  the  case,  wherever  the  words  plainly  im* 
port  a  condition  as  in  the  testator^s  contemplation,  and 
where  that  condition  cannot  be  understood  to  have  been 
substantially  complied  with  by  the  event  which  has 
actually  happened,  the  gift  over  fails. 

Thus  in  Murray  v.  Jone^^c)  there  was  nothing  to 
prevent  the  Court  from  reading  the  contingency  of  there 
being  '*but  one  child,''  as  if  it  were  '<  provided  there  be 
no  more  children  than  one,*'  and  this  being  satisfied  and 

more 

(a)  W.^B,  1S4.  (6)  Mo.  486.  (c)  %V.iB.  %\Z. 
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1853.  ^  inotB  than  utiaAed  bjr  the  event  of  there  net  faemg  erea 
one,  ike  detise  orer  took  «ffect;  bot  •Sir  W.  Grant  di»> 
tinctiy  admitted  that  if  any  thing  had  tnrned  upon  the 
cimunstaaoe  of  <me  child  cooiiog  into  esse^  the  ezecotory 
limilatioa.  woaU  have  fiuled,*— in  other  words,  the  oon* 
tingency  could  not  hare  been  read  negatively^  **no  nore 
obiidrai  than  one^"  but  oiuat  have  been  taken  affirm* 
atively,  <<  provided  there  be  m  chiU/'  and  then  the  actnal 
«veDt  would  not  oniy  have  been  diffisrent  from,  but  eon* 
irary  to  the  evem  conteaaplated  in  the  Kmitadon. 

Thus  in  Doe  v.  Skipphard  {a\  a  deviae  to  the  testa- 
tor's daughter  for  life,  in  case  she  survived  her  husband, 
with  remainder  to  his  grandson  in  tail  and  remainders 
over,  was  held  to  be  on  condition  that  she  survived  her 
husband  $  and  her  predecease  defeated  the  remainders. 
Thus,  too^  in  Doo  v.  Brabant  {b\  where  a  legacy  was  given 
to  j4f .  at  twenty-one ;  and  if  A.  died  under  age  and  left 
ohildren,  then  to  soch  chitdren ;  end  if  A*  died  under  age 
without  leaving  any  child,  or  if  all  she  left  died  nnder 
age,  then  over,  and  she  predeceased  the  testator,  but  after 
attaining  majority  and  leaving  children,  the  principle  it 
Jmes  v.  WesUomb  (c),  and  the  other  similar  cases,  was 
at  first  euppoaed  by  Lord  Thurkm  to  apply  and  to  let 
in  the  cbiidrcfn ;  and  when  he  sent  a  case  to  law,  the 
aame  argument  was  pressed  upon  the  Court  of  King's 
Bencb4  But  that  Court  held  it  to  be  clear  that  those 
tmses  did  not  affect  this,  and  decided  that  the  Ic^cy  to 
the  children  foiled,  as  being  limited  upon  an  event  which 
had  not  happened ;  nothing  being  given  to  them  in  any 
other  event.  It  is  clear  that  in  Doe  v.  Brabant  the 
event  which  happened  could  in  no  way  be  said  to  com* 
prehend  the  contingency  contemplated,  so  as  to  satisfy 

either 

(a)  1  Bougl  75.  (c)  1  Eq.  Ca  Abr.  245.  pi.  10. 

(^)  4T.X,  706. 
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either  strictly  or  avbttantially  the  condition  open  wbidi     ^  M99« 
the  children  were  to  take ;  end  though  the  cese  wfaieh 
did  eriee  would  probably  have  been  provided  for  if  it 
had  occurred  to  the  testator,  yet,  being  omitted,  the 
Court  could  not  supply  it,  and  make  a  will  for  him. 

But  it  seems  to  me  abundantly  manifest  that  the  pre* 
sent  case  OMnes  within  the  first  class  of  authorities,  and 
is  untouched  by  the  othei*s;  always  assuming  that  the 
words  are  to  be  taken,  as  I  have  shewn  they  must  be,  to 
import  a  dying  under  age  of  all  the  children  of  CimM^ 
who  survive  their  mother.  For  this  is,  in  efiect,  a  gift 
upon  the  failure  of  any  child  to  survive  Caroline  and 
reach  nu^rity ;  and  that  failure  has  happened,  or,  rather, 
more  has  happened,  because  none  have  survived  at  ail| 
much  less  have  any  both  survived  and  reached  twenty* 
one.  The  class  of  children,  whose  dying  under  age 
foTVtm  the  condition,  never  existed,  and  nothing  turned 
Upon  their  existing.  The  gift  over  was  defeated  if  any 
surviving  child  attained  twenty-one^  but  no  surviving 
child  eicisted ;  just  as  in  the  leading  ease  the  executory 
IhmtaUon  was  defeated,  if  the  child  in  ventre  ta  mere 
reached  twenty-one^  and  there  was  no  such  child  in  es$e. 
2^  indeed,  as  was  said  in  another  of  the  cases,  any  thing 
bad  turned  on  the  circumstance  of  there  being  survivii^ 
children  of  Caroline^  the  reasoning  would  have  failed ; 
thtt  contingency  would  have  become  affirmative;  the 
condition,  not  being  capable  of  being  read  as  we  have 
read  it,  would  not  have  been  fulfilled  by  the  event ;  and 
tlie  gift  limited  upon  that  condition  would  have  been 
defeated. 

The  result  of  the  reasoning,  therefore,  is,  that  both 
propositions  appear  to  be  established:  first,  that  the 
words  '*  all  such  other  children  "  in  the  statement  of  the 
contingency  mean  all  the  children  who  survive  their 

mother ; 
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.19SS*       mother;  and,  secondly,  that  the  clause  so  construed  is 
Macunnon    *°  executory  limitation,  which  takes  effect,   although 
V.  there  be  no  children   to  answer  the   description  by 

surviving  their  mother.  But  it  is  fit  to  observe,  that 
this  second  proposition  depends  altogether  upon  the 
first,  and  would  not  be  true  unless  the  words  were 
allowed  the  meaning  which  the  first  attributes  to  them; 
and  also  that,  though  the  first  proposition  be  admitted, 
the  second  depends  upon  taking  the  whole  of  the  will 
together;  for,  if  the  preceding  branches  of  it  had  been 
such  as  to  make  the  existence  of  the  class  material,  upon 
whose  dying  under  age  the  executory  limitation  vests, 
that  limitation  would  have  been  defeated,  by  the  im- 
possibility which  would  then  have  arisen  of  considering 
the  event  contemplated  as  included  in  the  event  which 
happened. 

Having  felt  a  good  deal  of  doubt  on  this  case  when  I 
first  considered  it ;  thinking  it  also  of  extreme  importance 
that  the  rules  should  be  well  considered  by  which  the 
construction  of  clauses  of  frequent  occurrence  is  governed, 
and  conceiving  that  there  is  here  an  apparent  extension 
of  the  principle  established  in  the  older  cases,  I  have 
thought  it  necessary  to  go  at  large  into  the  question.  A 
full  examination  of  it  has  satisfied  me  that  the  decision 
is  right,  that  no  extension  of  that  principle  is  required 
to  support  it,  and  that  it  is  wholly  unaffected  by  other 
authorities,  while  it  is  well  borne  out  by  those  upon 
which  it  is  professedly  rested. 
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BRADSHAW  v.  TASKER.  i854. 

May  S4. 

JOHNSON  BRADSHAW  hj  his  will,  dated  the  7th  A  testator 
of  March  1820,  gave  and  bequeathed  to  his  execu-  ScksTo  the 

tors  I^omas  Tasier,  Bichard  Butler^  and  Thomas  Dar-  respective 
»t    1  «-         .  1  L      trustees  of 

XDell  the  sum  of  300/.  upon  trust  to  pay  the  same  to  the  certain  Ca- 

person  who  called  himself  the  treasurer,  or  to  those  who  ^^^*^  schools, 

upon  trust 
called  themselves  the  trustees  of  the  Catholic  school  in  for  carrying 

WigaUi  in  the  county  o( Lancaster^  which  sum  he  charged  j^i^g  q^^ 

upon  his  personal  estate,  and  ordered  to  be  paid  out  of  said  schools. 

the  same,  and  applied  for  the  use  of  and  towards  carry-  j|^  ^^  isss: 

ing  on  the  good  designs  of  the  said  school.     And  he  Held,  that  the 

also  gave  and  bequeathed  to  his  executors  the  further  sum  5  ^^  4^  ^,  n^^ 

of  200/.  upon  like  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  the  Catholic  fo'  •?^°f  1 

school  in  Liverpool;  and  the  testator,  after  giving  several  donations  and 

other  pecuniary  legacies,  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  hii?Matestv*s 

personal  estate  to  the  Flainiiff  Johnson  Bradshaw.  Catholic  sub- 

jects is  re- 
trospective, 
The  testator  died  on  the  6th  otMai/  1823  •,  the  exe-  and  that  Uic 

cutors  proved  the  will,  and  a  bill  was  filed  on  behalf  of  Catholic 

the  plaintiff  Johnson  Bradshaw,  an  infant,  against  the  "^^^^^^^  T*'* 

executors  for  the  administration  of  the  testator's  personal  the  legacies. 

estate.     The  cause  was  heard  before  the  Master  of  the 

Rolls,  and  the  usual  decree  made  for  taking  an  account  of 

the  testator's  personal  estate.    The  legacies  of  300/.  and 

200/.  were,  by  an  order  on  further  directions,  dated  the  1st 

of  June  1830,  and  by  a  subsequent  order,  dated  the  29th 

of  May  1833,  directed  to  be  carried  over  to  the  accounts 

of  the  Wigan  and  Uverpool  Catliolic  schools  respectively, 

but  not  to  be  paid  without  notice  to  the  executors. 

The  trustees  of  the  Wigan  Catholic  school  presented 
a  petition  praying  for  the  payment  of  the  legacy  of  300/., 

which 
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which  petition  was  heard  before  the  Vice-Chancellor  on 
the  Ist  of  August  ISSS,  when  his  Honor  declined  making 
any  order,  being  of  opinion  that  the  legacy  was  not  within 
the  act  of  the  «  &  S  W.  4.  c.  1 1 5.  ♦,  intituled  "  An  Act  for 

the 


•  The  following  are  the  first 
and  third  sections  of  this  act: — 

^  Whereas  by  an  act  passed 
in  the  first  year  of  the  reign  of 
King  William  and  Queen  Mary, 
intituled  *  An  Act  for  exempt* 
ing  his  Majesty's  Protestant  Sub- 
jects dissenting  from  the  Church 
of  England  from  the  Penalties 
of  certain  Laws  ;*  and  by  certain 
subsequent  statutes  the  schools 
and  places  for  roljgious  worship, 
education,  and  charitable  pur* 
poses  of  Protestant  Dissenters, 
are  exempted  from  the  operation 
of  certain  penal  and  disabliag 
laws  to  which  they  were  subject 
previously  to  the  passing  of  the 
said  recited  act  of  the  first  year 
of  the  reign  of  King  WilHam  and 
Queen  Mary:  and  whereas  by 
certain  acts  of  the  parliament  of 
Scotland,  and  particularly  by  an 
act  passed  in  the  year  1700,  in- 
tituled *  An  Act  for  preventing 
tlie  Growth  of  Popery/  various 
penalties  and  disabilities  were 
imposed  upon  persons  professing 
the  Roman  Catholic  religion  in 
ScaUand :  and  whereas,  notwith- 
standing the  provisions  of  various 
acts  passed  for  the  relief  of  his 
Majesty's  Roman  Catholic  sub- 
jects from  disabling  laws,  doubts 
have  been  entertained  whether 
it  be  lawful  for  his  Majesty's 
subjects  professing  the  Roman 
Catholic  religion  in  Scotland  to 
acquire  and  hold  in  real  estate 


the  property  necessary  fbr  re- 
ligious worahip,  education,  aad 
charitable  purposes ;  and  where* 
as  it  is  expedient  to  remove  all 
doubts  respecting  the  right  of 
his  Majesty's  subjects  professing 
the  Roman  Catholic  religion  ia 
England  and  Waltt  to  acquire 
and  hold  property  necessary  for 
religious  worship,  education,  and 
charitable  purposes,  be  it  there* 
fore  enacted,  that  from  and  after 
the  passing  of  this  act  his  Ma- 
jesty's subjects  professing  the 
Roman  Catholic  religion  in  re* 
spect  to  their  schools,  places  for 
religious  worship,  education,  and 
charitable  purposes  in  Great 
Britain,  and  the  property  held 
therewith,  and  the  persons  em* 
ployed  in  or  about  the  same, 
shall  in  respect  thereof  be  sub- 
ject to  the  same  laws  3s  the  Pro- 
testant Dissenters  are  subject  to 
in  England  in  respect  to  their 
schools  and  places  for  r«UgiottS 
worship,  education,  and  charit- 
able purposes,  and  not  further  or 
otherwise. 

3.  Provided  always,  and  be  it 
further  enacted,  that  nothing  in 
this  act  contained  shall  affect 
any  suit  actually  pending  or 
commenced,  or  any  property 
now  in  litigation,  discussion,  or 
dispute  in  any  of  his  Majesty's 
courts  of  law  or  equity  in  Oreat 
Britain. 
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thB  better  securing  the  ciMuritftble  daofitione  and  bequests  18d4v 
of  hi9  IVfiyesty's  Roman  Catholic  9ubjecl9  in  Greai 
BHSaifiy'*  inasmucb  as  the  third  section  of  tb»t  act  pro^ 
vides  that  nothing  oontttned  in  it  shall  affect  any  suit 
actually  pending  or  commenced)  or  any  property  now 
ill  Utigationi  discussion^  or  dispute  ia  any  court  of  law 
or  equity.  The  Vice-Cbancetlor  further  observed  tbat» 
as  the  legacy  had  been  carried  over  by  an  offder  of  tlie 
Court  to  the  account  of  the  cbarityi  the  questicm  could 
not  be  argued  without  a  rehearing  of  the  cause^  and  he 
directed  notice  to  be  given  to  the  infant  Plaintiff  as  re** 
siduary  legatee^  that  be  might  have  the  cause  reheard  as 
to  the  said  legacies  if  he  thought  fit* 

A  peUtion  of  rehearing  was  accordingly  presented  to  May  ss. 
the  Lord  Chancellor  by  the  infant  Plaintiff,  praying 
that  the  orders  directing  the  legacies  to  be  carried  over 
*  to  the  accounts  of  the  respective  Catholic  schools  might 
be  reversed,  that  the  legacies  might  be  declared  void, 
and  that  the  sums  carried  over  might  be  declared  to  be 
part  of  the  testator's  residuary  personal  estate* 

Mr.  Dticiwarthj  for  the  inikot  Plaintiff. 

There  can  be  no  doubt,  that  previously  to  the  passing 
of  the  act  of  the  2  &  3  fV.  4.  c.  115.  a  bequest  for  th^ 
benefit  of  II  Roman  Cntholic  school  was  unlawful ;  Caty  v. 
Abboi  (fl),  Aitoimey-General  v,  Pcfwcrifi)^  De  Themmines 
V.  De  BonnevaL  {c)  The  first  question  here  is,  whether^ 
upon  the  death  of  the  testator  when  the  will  spoke,  the 
legacies  were  absolutely  void,  and  fell  into  the  residue ; 
or  whether  the  first  section  of  the  2  &  S  W.  4.  c.  1 15.  so 
far  removes  all  disabilities  of  his  Majesty's  Catholic  sub- 
jects 

(a)  7  Ve$.  490.  (c)  5  Ruii.  SSS. 

[b)  I  Baa  ^  Beat.  14$. 
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jects  in  respect  of  their  schools  and  places  for  religious 
worship  and  education  as  to  operate  retrospectively  on  a 
gift  previously  made  to  promote  those  objects.  Sup* 
posing  the  first  section  of  the  act  to  be  retrospective, 
another  question  arises,  whether  those  lq;acies  must  not 
be  governed  by  the  law  as  it  stood  before  the  passing  of 
the  act,  inasmuch  as  the  third  section  provides  that 
nothing  contained  in  the  act  shall  affect  a  suit  actually 
pending,  or  any  property  now  in  litigation.  There  is 
no  disposition  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  to  defeat  the 
intention  of  the  testator,  unless  the  Court  shall  be  of 
opinion  that  that  intention  cannot  be  effectuated ;  but,  as 
the  Plaintiff  is  an  infant,  his  interests  are,  of  course^ 
under  the  protection  of  the  Court. 

Mr.  LowOj  for  the  trustees  of  the  school,  submitted 
to  act  as  the  Court  should  direct. 

Mn  SpencCf  for  one  of  the  executors. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said  he  was  of  opinion  that 
the  act  was  retrospective ;  and  that,  as  the  trustees  of 
the  school  were  not  litigant  parties  in  the  suit,  which 
was  a  mere  suit  for  the  administration  of  the  testator's 
estate,  the  case  did  not  fall  within  the  exception  in  the 
third  section  of  the  acL 

The  petition  was  accordingly  dismissed;  and  the 
trustees  of  the  Catholic  schools  were  declared  to  be 
respectively  entitled  to  the  legacies  of  300/.  and  200/.' 
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BENNETT  v.  COLLEY.  Dec.isMAs. 

npHE  will  of  Samuel  Bennett^  and  all  the  facts  and  A  testator  de- 

^    circumsUnces  material  to  the  determination  of  the  Jol^MtS^o 

question  in  this  cause,  are  very  fully  stated  in  Mr.  Simons^  A.  for  life, 

report  of  the  case  when  it  came  on  for  argument  in  the  mainder  to 

Court  below,  (a)    They  are  also  shortly  recapitulated  in  hit  first  and 
ai.    i*  11      •       -J  ^  other  sons  In 

the  follo^vmg  judgment  taU  male ;  and 

he  directed 
The  Vice-Chancellor  having  made  a  decree  according  lease  which 
to  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  the  Defendants  presented  a  ^^®q^^®^* 

petition  of  rehearing  to  the  Lord  Chancellor.  twenty-one 

.  years,  renew- 
able  every 
Mr.  Pejr^Sf  Mr.  Tinney^  and  Mr.  Stuarii  in  support  »cventh  year, 

of  the  decree,  relied   upon  Lord  Mihintonm  v.  Lord  guiarly  re- 

Portmore  (6),  and  Colegi-ave  v.  Manby  (c).  ^^^  hy  the 

cessively  pos- 

Ur.Kjtigkt,  Mr.Eol/e,  and  Mr.  Jacob,  for  the  De^  fr^htttate 

fendants,  contended,  that  the  defence  set  up   by  the*  under  his  will, 

answer  was  fully  borne  out  by  the  evidence  in  the  cause;  /oyed  together 

and  they  commented  very  minutely  on  the  character  and  ^'th  the  same. 

effect  of  the  different  depositions.     They  further  strenu-  renew  in  pro- 

ously  insisted,   that  the   Plaintiff,    by  joining  in   the  Rf  J^"«i  *n^ 
1  •     •«  1  II  the  lease  ex- 

recovery,  must  have  had  actual  or,  at  all  events,  con-  pired  in  i798. 

structive  notice  of  his  rights  under  Mr.  Bemiett's  will;  ^*^c  ofl^iS 

and  that  his  conduct  in  lying  by  for  a  period  of  thirty  i800,and 

years — from  the  year  1800,  when  he  came  of  age,  till  joi^Sf^A 

after  nis  father  in 
sufiering  a 

(a)  S  Sim.  181.  (c)  6  Mad.  72.     2  Busi.  258.     ^J^^,  ^^. 

fii  ^  %f  J  ^«.     ^  -hjr  J  A>,^  *he  freehold 

(&)  3  Afa^.491.  B  Mad.  All.  estate.    A, 

died  in  1850, 
and  in  1851  the  son  filed  his  bill,  praying  compensation  for  the  loss  of  the  lease, 
out  of  his  father's  assets :  Held,  that  there  was  no  such  laches  or  acquiescence  on 
the  part  of  the  Pkimtiir,  as  to  debar  htm  of  his  equitable  remedy, 

Vou  II.  Q 
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1858.  after  the  death  of  his  father  in  the  year  1830— whhoat 
filing  a  bill  or  even  uttering  a  complaint,  was  such  an 
acquiescence  on  his  part  in  the  alleged  breach  of  trust 
as  precluded  him  from  now  coming  forward,  in  a  court 
of  equity,  to  claim  any  compensation  for  the  loss  which 
his  interest  might  have  sustained  in  that  respect.  If  be 
had  thought  proper  to  set  up  any  such  demand  in  his 
father's  lifetime,  his  father  would,  in  all  probability, 
have  reduced  his  allowance  or  have  behaved  less  liberally 
to  him  in  his  will.  The  decision  under  appeal  intro^ 
duced  an  entirely  new  principle  with  respect  to  length 
of  time  as  raising  a  presumption  adverse  to  a  plaintiff. 
Hitherto  it  had  been  supposed  that  time  began  to  run 
from  the  moment  when  the  remedy  first  accrued ;  but 
now  it  appeared  that  the  time  was  to  be  computed  from 
the  period  when  the  assessment  of  the  damages  would 
be  most  easy.  Such,  at  least,  was  the  result  of  the 
judgment  of  the  Vice-Chancellor,  who^  while  he  Inlly 
admitted  that  the  Plaintiff  might  have  filed  his  bill 
immediately  on  coming  of  age,  held,  nevertheless,  that 
such  a  course  was  not  imperative,  but  optional;  in 
other  words,  held  that  a  double  term  of  grace  was  to  be 
allowed  to  a  party  coming  as  a  suitor  into  this  Court: 
first  one  commencing  from  the  instant  when  the  wrong 
was  committed ;  and  afterwards  another,  from  the  time 
when  the  amount  of  that  wrong  became  most  easily 
capable  of  estimation. 

Upon  the  question  of  acquiescence  and  lapse  of  time 
the  following  cases  were  cited:  Taamsend  v.  Tawns' 
end{a)f  Andrew  v.  Wrigley{h\  CAalmer  v.  Bradley  {c)j 
Harrison  v.  Hdlins  (rf).  Price  v.  Copner  (tf),  fVhalley  v. 

Whalley, 

(a)  t  Cox.  S8.     1  Bro,  C.  C.  (c)  1  J,  ^  W.Si. 

550.  (rf)  l5ii«.  4'i».471. 

(A)  4  Bro.  a  a  125.  le)  I  Sim.  ^  St.  547. 
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WhalUy{a)j    Ckolmondeley   r.    Clinton  {b\    Foster   v.        1833. 
Blak€.{c)   ^ 

Tbe    general    nature    and    efiect  of  the  etidence 
adduced  in  support  of  the  irarious  grounds  of  defence 
•  set  op  by  the  answer,  may  be  sufficiently  collected  from 
the  judgment  of  the  Lord  Chancellor. 


The  Lord  Cuancsuob*  j)^.  j^, 

Samuel  Bermetfj  being  possessed  of  the  moiety  of  an 
unexpired  term  of  twenty-one  years,  held  under  the 
dean  and  chapter  of  Chester^  in  the  rectory  and  great 
tithes  oFSAotwick  and  Great  and  Little  Sanghall^  by  his 
will,  dated  the  18th  of  September  1763,  devised  his 
manor  of  Shotmck^  and  also  bis  freehold  estates  of 
inheritance  at  Great  and  LUtle  Sanghall  and  elsewhere, 
to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  John^  the 
eldest  son  of  his  nephew  Samuel  Nevitt  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail ;  with  a  proviso,  that  afl^r 
the  first  renewal  by  his  trustees  of  the  lease  of  the  said 
great  tithes  at  ShotwicJc^  the  person  for  the  time  being 
in  possession  of  such  tithes  under  his  will  should  con- 
tinually renew  the  same,  so  that  the  possession  of  the 
same  tithes  should  continue  to  the  parties  for  the  time 
being  possessed  of  his  manor  of  Shotwick ;  and  he  gave 
the  said  tithes  to  the  person  or  persons  for  the  time 
being  possessed  of  the  said  manor  under  his  said  will. 

The  testator  died  in  September  1763,  and  his  widow 
thereupon  entered  into  possession,  and  held  the  lease 
(renewing  it  regularly  at  the  proper  periods),  till  the 

month 

(a)  3  Bligh,  U  O.  S.  (c)  4  £ligh,  140.  O.  S. 

lb)  1  T.  ^RuuA07.  4BHgh,  1. 
O.S. 

Q2 
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18S3.  month  of  December  1777,  when  she  died.  Upon  her 
death,  Mr.  John  Nsvitt^  the  tenant  for  life  jn  remainder 
under  the  will,  was  let  into  possession  of  the  freehold 
and  leasehold  property,  and  assumed  the  name  of 
Benfiett  ;  and  he  continued  to  hold  the  freehold  estates, 
and  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  thereof^  from  the 
year  1777  till  his  death;  but  notwithstanding  the  di- 
rection in  the  will,  and  the  condition  thereby  imposed 
on  him,  to  keep  the  lease  on  foot  by  renewing  it  from 
time  to  time,  he  neglected  to  obtain  such  renewal  in  the 
year  1784,  and  the  lease  accordingly  expired  on  the  29th 
of  November  1798,  about  two  years  before  the  Plaintiff 
Samuel  NeviU  Bennett^  who  was  his  eldest  son  and  the 
first  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  of  the  devised  estates, 
attuned  the  age  of  twenty-one.  In  the  year  1800,  John 
Neoitt  Bennett  and  the  Plaintifi'(who  had  then  just  come 
of  age),  joined  in  suffering  a  common  recovery  of  the 
devised  estates.  In  the  year  1830  John  Nevitt  Bennett 
died,  and  in  1881  this  suit  was  instituted  by  the  son  to 
obtain  compensation  out  of  his  fether's  personal  pro- 
perty for  the  loss  he  had  suffered  in  consequence  of  the 
non-renewal  of  the  lease. 

The  answer  set  up  several  defences.  It  denied  that 
the  leases  under  the  dean  and  chapter  were  renewable, 
except  at  the  discretion  of  that  body ;  it  alleged  that 
John  Nevitt  Bennett  had  been  very  desirous  to  have  the 
lease  renewed,  and  had  applied  to  the  dean  and  chapter, 
who  had  refused ;  that  the  lessee  of  the  other  moiety  of 
the  tithes,  Thomas  Doe,  was  about  the  time  in  question, 
November  1784,  incapable  in  mind  and  could  not  sur- 
render, so  that  the  lessors  might  renew;  that  after  Do^s 
decease^  which  happened  in  1 785,  John  Nevitt  Bennett 
had  applied  in  1791  and  1792  to  have  a  renewal  to  him 
and  Ackerly^  Do^s  representative^  but  had  met  with  a 
refusal;  that  the  Plaintiff  had,  before  his  father's  death, 

possession 
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poBsessioo  of  a  odpy  of  the  will  of  Samuel  Bennett^  and       I'gss. 
must  have  known  of  the  lease ;  and^  lastly*  that  be  had 
acquiesced  in  the  non-renewal. 

Issue  being  joined,  a  number  of  witnesses  were  ex- 
amined, and  several  letters  were  given  in  evidence;  and 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defences  have  not  been  sup- 
ported  by  the  evidence;  that  the  proo^  on  the  contriiryy 
goes  in  most  particulars  to  rebut  the  defences,  and  tbat^ 
in  some  points,  where  there  is  no  evidence  dther  way» 
the  burthen  of  proof  lay  upon  the  Defendants. 

The  result  of  the  evidence  as  to  the  right  of  renewal 
is,  that  the  chapter  never,  at  the  period  in  question,  re* 
fused  to  renewy  provided  application  was  made,  or  the 
lessee  took  his  renewal  within  six  months  after  the  ex- 
piration of  the  seventh  year;  but  that,  if  this  period 
were  sutkred  to  elapse,  the  tithes  would  be  taken  into 
the  hands  of  the  chapter  or  let  to  others.  But  that 
body  appears  more  recently  to  have  refused  renewals  if 
the  lessees  allowed  the  seventh  year  to  expire^  being  de^ 
sirous  of  obtaining  possession,  and  leasing  to  members  of 
their  own  body,  or  to  trustees  for  them.  A  concurrent 
lease  had  accordingly  been  granted  in  1 795,  on  the  sup- 
position that  the  one  in  question  not  having  been  re- 
newed, must,  of  course  expire  in  1798.  It  is  plain, 
that  this  is  all  quite  consistent  with  the  case  of  the 
Plaintiff  that  John  NeviU  Bennett  had  allowed  the  lease 
to  expire^  and  inconsistent  with  the  Defendant's  state- 
ment that  he  could  not  have  obtained  a  renewal. 

.  There  being  then  no  evidence  whatever  of  a  refusal 
to  renew,  unless  the  letter,  which  is  without  a  date,  can 
be  called  evidence;  a  letter,  which  is  after  all  of  equivo- 
cal import,  and  if  not  relating  to  the  earlier  period, 

Q  3  proves 
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proves  nothing  at  all ;  tiie  next  question  is,  as  to  the 
alleged  incapacity  of  Tfumas  Doe*  Several  persons 
speak  of  that  individual  as  of  eccentric  habits ;  so  far 
they  swear  to  facts,  and  they  add,  what  is  their  belief  or 
opinion  merely,  that  he  was  of  unsound  mind.  But  if 
the  proof  were  much  more  ccmclusive,  it  is  wanting  in 
predse  reference  to  the  period  in  question;  and  there  is 
evidence  on  the  part  of  the  PlaintiflP  which  shews,  that 
John  Nmtt  Bennett  never  thought  of  setting  up  the 
insanity  of  his  companion  in  the  lease  as  the  reason  of 
his  having  failed  to  obtain  a  renewal :  nay,  there  is  evi-* 
dence  that  he  did  not  allege  his  failure  at  all,  or  pre- 
tend that  he  ever  had  attempted  to  obtain  it  The 
result  of  the  examination  and  cross-examination  of  the 
witnesses  on  this  point  is,  either  that  he  had  intended  to 
let  the  lease  run  out,  in  order  to  benefit  his  daughters 
at  the  expense  of  his  son ;  or,  that  having  through  his 
negligence  suffered  the  time  to  pass  within  which  he 
might  have  renewed,  he  contented  himself  with  the  r&- 
Sectioti,  that  the  son  only  would  be  injured,  whoy  he 
said,  had  enough,  and  that  it  would  be  the  better  for 
the  daughters ;  but  that,  whichever  of  these  suppositions 
we  adopt,  he,  at  any  rate,  did  state  his  own  neglect  as 
the  cause  of  the  non-renewal,  and  blamed  himself, 
though  slightly,  accordingly.  As  for  tlie  letter  of  the 
S9tb  oi  Naoember  1784,  it  is  of  most  ambiguous  mean- 
ing, and  may  just  as  well  fit  a  supposition,  that  John 
Nevitt  Bennett  was  refusing  to  renew  upon  the  ordinary 
terms,  as  that  he  was  making  application  and  found 
obstacles  in  his  way  from  Dotf^  supposed  incapacity* 
Taken  as  it  stands,  nothing  whatever  is  proved  by  it* 
But  it  seems  rather  less  probable  that  Doe's  situation 
should  be  alluded  to,  than  any  more  usual  ground  of 
difierence. 

But, 
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Bat,  acoudiog  to  the  case  of  Cokgrate  v.  MmSy  (a)^  ItSS. 
h  would  have  been  of  little  importance  to  the  ultimate 
decision  of  this  case,  although  the  Defendants  had  snc^ 
ceeded  in  shewing  that  Jokn  Nemii  Bennett  could  not 
obtain  a  renewal,  provided  there  had  beoi  a  renewal 
afterwai*ds  obtained ;  and  bj  parity  of  reason,  to  th^ 
question  of  ordering  an  inquiry  into  the  damage  susr 
tained  it  would  have  been  of  no  importance,  inasmuch 
as  that  damage  would  be  measured  by  the  possibility  of 
afterwards  getting  a  renewal  if  Samuel  Neviit  Benoeii 
fiuled.  The  Court  there  held,  that  whether  the  tenaac 
for  life  could  or  could  not  obtain  the  renewal,  still  he 
had  no  right  to  the  portion  of  the  rents  and  profits 
destined,  by  the  condition  under  which  he  enjoyed  tb<e 
estate^  to  defray  the  expense  of  renewing. 

That  the  Plaintiff  knew  of  the  will  by  having  a  copy 
or  otherwise,  or  that  he  knew  of  the  lease  and  its  ^xr 
piration,  there  is  no  evidence  at  alL  This  is  dearly  not 
a  case  to  which  constructive  notice,  aii  by.  joining  in 
making  a  tenant  to  the  pnecipe  when  the  recovery  was 
suffered,  can  be  applied  without  straining  the  prinr 
oiplea  of  this  C!ourt  with  regard  to  notice  to  a  use 
for  which  they  never  were  designed.  The  probability 
is  snggested  of  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  serving  his  ap- 
prenticeship at  Chester^  four  miles  off,  being  aware  of 
his  father  having  the  tithes  down  to  1798  and  no  longer. 
This  is  iar  from  an  inevitable  conclusion;  but  if  it 
were  true,  does  it  follow  that  he  knew  not  only  of  his 
&ther^8  having  had  the  tithes,  or  ceasing  to  have 
them,  but  of  his  having  been  lessee  under  the  dean 
and  chapter,  and  his  having  intended  to  renew  his 
lease  ?  The  all^ation  of  the  bill,  that  he  knew  nothing 
of  the  lease  and  neglect  to  renew  till  his  father's  death, 

is 

(a)  6  Mad.  72.     S  Ruu.  9S8. 
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is  well  pleaded  for  tb^  purposes  of  the  salt;  and  if  the 
defendant  bad  either  proved  the  affimative  of  that  n^a^ 
tiTe  issue,  or  given  evidence  (of  which  there  is  not  a 
tittle),  to  support  his  opposite  and  contradi^ory  aver- 
ment, that  the  Plaintiff  knew  of  the  will»  then  he  would 
have  stood  on  better  ground*  Nor  do  I  consider  that 
any  thing  material  turns  upon  the  Plaintiff  not  having 
denied  in  hb  statement  that  he  knew  of  the  will ;  his 
knowledge  of  which  could  only  be  important  as  n^ga* 
tiving  his  averment,  that  he  had  no  notice  of  the  leasis 
imd  non*renewaL 

Having  gone  through  the  evidence,  the  case  is  very 
nearly  at  an  end.  For  it  can  never  be  maintained  that 
the  acquiescence  of  a  party,  under  ignorance  of  his  rightst 
operates  as  a  waiver  of  any  claim,  or  as  a  confirmation 
of  any  thing  done  against  him.  Neither  can  it  be  seri- 
ously contended  that  the  proof  of  ignorance^  or  want  of 
notice^  lies  on  the  party  against  wliom  such  acquiescence 
is  all^;ed :  and,  therefore^  nothing  remains  to  be  con- 
sidered but  the  ai^unient,  that  by  the  mere  lapse  of  time 
after  the  Plaintiff  attained  his  full  age^  he  is  barred  of 
his  remedy.  As  no  laches  after  the  death  of  the  tenant 
for  life  can  be  imputed  to  him,  they  who  set  up  this  as  a 
bar,  must  rely  upon  the  assumption,  that  the  doors  of 
this  Court  were  open  to  him  during  the  subsbtence  of 
his  father's  life  estate. 

Now,  firat,  as  a  defence  by  a  trustee,  this  bar  cannot 
be  set  up ;  and  no  more  in  the  case  of  the  trustee  of  an 
equity,  than  of  any  other  trustee.  The  ground  of  the 
present  application  to  the  jurbdiction  is,  that  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  estate,  the  tithes  in  Ji  N.  B&metfs 
hands,  were  the  property  of  the  remainder-man  hb  son; 
that  part,  namely,  which  should  have  gone  to  pay  the 
fine  for  renewal  and  other  expences  attending  it,  that 

part. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  MS 

pntf  the  pftying  of  which  for  those  charges  was  the       188& 
condidon  under  which  he  enjoyed  the  residue. 

Upon  this  point  many  cases  have  been  cited,  which 
have  no  application  to  the  question.  In  all  of  them 
the  aa  which  constituted  the  wrong,  or  created  the 
equity  was  oainplete;  the  cause  of  action  or  suit 
had  accrued,  and  the  party  out  of  actual  possession 
having  his  remedy  open  to  him  at  any  instant  of  the 
time^  the  possession  was  equally  adverse^  as  against  him 
and  against  the  owner  of  the  particular  estate.  Here, 
however,  the  case  is  altogether  otherwise.  The  quanitMf^ 
of  damages  could  not  be  ascertained  dll  the  tenant  for 
life  died ;  because^  till  then  it  wa^  impossible  to  know 
what  would  be  the  residue  unexpended  of  the  lease;  and 
the  present  proceeding  could  not  have  been  instituted. 
The  suit^  if  instituted  in  John  Neoiit  Betmetfs  life,  could 
only  be  broaght  either  from  an  apprehension  that  he  was 
about  to  suffer  the  lease  to  expire,  and  then  the  Court, 
upon  reasonable  grounds  being  shewn  by  the  threats  or 
acts  of  the  tenant  for  life,  might  have  granted  a  receiver, 
in  order  to  provide  a  fund  for  renewal,  and  might  pos* 
sibly  have  compelled  him  to  renew ;  or,  if  he  had  already 
suffered  the  lease  to  expire,  the  application  might  have 
been  granted  on  that  default  for  a  receiver;  though  in 
such  a  case  it  could  only  have  been  to  provide  a  fund 
for  compensation.  But  neither  of  those  suits  is  this  suit. 
The  not  having  brought  the  former  suit  indeed,  goes  for 
nothing;  because  the  non-renewal  had  taken  place  in 
1784,  and  even  the  residue  oF  fourteen  years  had  expired 
during  the  Plaintiff's  infancy. 

His  not  bringing  that  suit  then  would  be  nothing  to 
the  present  purpose;  both  because  he  was  an  infant 
during  the  whole  period  when  he  could  have  brought  it, 
and  because,  though  he  had.  been  of  age,  it  was  a  pro* 
ceedmg  pointed  to  a  remedy  of  a  wholly  different  kind. 

After 
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1835.  After  he  became  of  age,  and  after  the  lease  had  expired> 
his  suit  would  have  been  diflerent  from  the  present  pro* 
ceeding.  It  may  further  be  observed,  that  such  a  suit 
would  have  been  very  different  from  any  other  of  which 
we  have  experience  in  this  Court.  As  there  was  no 
probability  of  renewal,  the  Plaintiff  must  have  sued 
ibr  a  compensation,  the  amount  of  which  could  not  be 
estimated,— for  damages  which  could  not  in  any  ordinary 
or  known  course  of  proceedings  be  assessed.  A  calcu- 
lation of  the  value  of  the  life  on  the  estate  must  have 
been  made,  and  according  as  that  estimate  made  it 
expire  sooner  or  later  in  the  seven  years,  more  or  less 
must  have  been  added  to  the  fourteen ;  then  the  present 
value  must  have  been  taken  of  that  sum  deferred  to  the 
period  of  the  calculated  death ;  and  after  an  amount 
should  thus  have  been  obtained,  the  party  called  upon 
to  pay  it,  might  by  living  fiir  beyond  the  calculation, 
have  shewn  to  demonstration  that  he  had  paid  too  much. 
It  may  safely  be  asserted,  that  calculations  of  this  kind 
are  never  resorted  to  by  courts  of  justice,  unless  when 
the  events  have  been  such  as  to  prevent  the  possi<- 
bility  of  the  &ct  falsifying  the  estimate.  But  if  the 
suitor  should  only  for  the  present  be  allowed  what  he 
might  be  said  to  have  a  right  to  at  the  last,  viz.,  the 
fourteen  years,  still  the  period  at  which  he  should  receive 
it  must  be  taken  into  the  accountand  affect  the  calculation, 
and  besides,  he  must  be  told  to  depart  and  come  again 
for  the  residue  of  his  remedy,  when  the  tenant  for  life 
should  really  die. 

Surely  it  is  not  upon  the  suggestion  of  such  a  pro- 
ceeding as  this  having  been  open  to  the  party,  that  we 
are  to  hold  him  barred  by  laches  of  his  present  remedy, 
clearly  defined  and  well  known,  and  easily  and  constantly 
administered;  a  remedy,  in  truth,  of  a  diflereiit  kind 
from  that  which  he  is  blamed  for  not  seeking  earlier 

Decree  affirmed. 
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WRAY  V.  HUTCHINSON.  ^!t. 

L.C. 

T18S4* 
HE  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  had  entered  into  a  part^    jvm.  17.  si« 

nership  for  a  term  of  twenty-one  years  as  surgeons  ^  plaintiff 

and  apothecaries.     The  bill  prayed  a  dissolution  of  the  may  bv 

partnership  upon  the  alleged  ground  of  misconduct  on  introduce  new 

the  part  of  the  Defendant  in  the  partnership  concerns,  mattcrwhich 

After  the  Defendant  had  answered  the  original  bill,  the  to  filins  the 

Plaintiff  amended  his  bill,  introducing  at  great  length,  JI^SSct^^'' 

and  with  much  minuteness  of  detail,  additional  matter  fortify  his 

of  complaint  against  the  Defendant.     The  Defendant  ^^^oHnS-o- 

put  in  an  answer  to  the  amended  bill,  in  which  he  stated,  <iuce  new 

,  ,         ,  -../••  •  fl  matter  which 

at  equal  length,  matter  of  justification  against  the  new  occurred  sub* 

complaints,  and  concluded  his  answer,  by  stating  that  i?^"lj?^^  *? 

the  new  matter,  alleged  in  the  amended  bill,  referred  to  the  original 

transactions  which  had  taken  place  subsequently  to  the  gupplenSmuil* 

filing  of  the  original  bill,  and  he  insisted  upon  the  same  bill;  and  the 

advantage  with  respect  to  that  objection,  as  if  he  had  having  in  his 

demurred  or  pleaded  thereto.     The  Plaintiff  replied  to  a««wef  to  the 
-  ,       .  1  n  1         L  J   amended  bill 

the  answers,  and  evidence  of  great  length  was  entered  stated  this 

into  on  both  sides,  with  respect  to  the  whole  matter  of  <;bjection  to 

^   ^  '  '  the  new  mat<* 

the  original  and  amended  bills.  ter,  and  in- 

sisted upon 
the  same  ad« 
After  the  bills  and  answers  had  been  opened  by  Mr.  vantage  as  if 

W.  C\  Z.  Keene  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  by  Mr.  murred  or 

Bichner  pleaded  there- 
to, and  the 
Plaintiff  not  being  able  to  support  his  case  upon  the  evidence  which  referred  to  the 
allegations  of  the  original  bill,  the  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs* 

Wb^re  a  bill  contains  scandalous  imputations  on  the  character  of  the  Defendant, 
the  Defendant  will  not  subject  himself  to  the  payment  of  costs  bjr  answering  such 
imputations,  although  he  objects  at  the  same  time  to  the  introduction  of  the  matters 
so  answered  on  the  ground  of  irregularity  in  point  of  pleading. 

The  Court  Will  not  decree  a  dissolution  of  partnenhip,  unless  it  be  shewn  that 
the  Defendant  has  substantially  failed  in  the  performance  of  his  part  of  the  partner- 
ship agreement ;  it  is  hot  the  office  of  a  court  of  equity  to  enter  into  the  consider- 
ation of  mere  partneirsb^  s^bbles* 
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IBS3.       Bichner  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  and  after  the 
^  ^^^^ '     PlaintiflTs  case  had  been  stated   by  Mr.  Kiruknley, 
V,  evidence  was  proposed  to  be  read  in  support  of  the 

HoTCHiNsoK.  aUegations  contained  in  the  amended  biU; 

Mr.  Bickerstethj  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  ob- 
jected that  no  evidence  was  admissible  except  as  to 
matter  which  had  occurred  prior  to  filing  the  original 
bill.  Matter,  which  had  occurred  subsequently  to  the 
filing  of  the  original  bill,  should  have  been  brought 
before  the  Court  by  a  supplem^tal  bill,  and  not  by  way 
of  amendment  to  the  original  bill. 

Mr.  Kinderdey  admitted  that  matter  which  had  oc- 
curred subsequently  to  the  filing  of  the  original  bill,  was 
properly  the  subject  of  a  supplemental  bill;  but  he 
contended  that  the  Defendant  hod,  by  answering  the 
amended  bill,  waived  the  irregularity,  and  could  not 
now  take  the  objection  at  the  hearing :  Redesdak^s  Trea- 
Use  on  Pleading,  {a)  In  The  Archbishop  of  York  v. 
Stapleton  (i),  Lord  Hardwicke  after  stating  the  rule  that 
the  Plaintiff  could  not  properly  amend  his  original  bill 
by  introducing  new  matter  which  had  arisen  since  the 
original  bill,  but  ought  to  have  brought  a  supplemental 
bill,  adds,  *^  but  then  the  Defendants  should  have  taken 
advantage  of  this  defect  in  form  by  a  demurrer,  and  it 
is  too  late  to  make  the  objection  after  they  have  an- 
swered." 

Mr.  Bickersteth  replied  that  in  the  case  referred  to 
the  Defendants  were  held  to  have  waived  the  objection 
because  they  merely  answered  without  reserving  to 
themselves  the  same  right  of  taking  the  objection  at  the 
hearing  as  if  they  had  pleaded  or  demurred^     Here  the 

Defendant 
(fl)  p.  ^90.  4th  edit  {h)  S  Aik,  U6. 
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Wbat 


Defendant  had  expressly  taken   the  objection  in  his        1883. 

answer,  and  had  insisted  upon  the  same  benefit  as  if  he 

had  put  in  a  plea  or  demurrer.  v. 

Hutchinson. 

The  Master  (fihe  Rolls  allowed  the  objection,  and 
directed  the  Plaintiff's  counsel  to  confine  themselves  to 
the  evidence  in  support  of  the  original  bill.  The  Plain- 
tiff had  insisted  upon  his  title  to  the  relief  prayed  in 
respect  of  the  statements  in  the  original  bill,  and 
although  he  might  have  fortified  his  title  to  the  relief 
prayed  by  introducing  in  the  amended  bill  new  matter 
which  had  taken  place  prior  to  filing  the  original  bill, 
he  could  not  have  the  benefit  of  new  facts  without  a 
supplemental  bill. 

Upon  this  decision  the  Plaintiff's  counsel  admitted 
that  they  could  not  sustain  the  Plaintiff's  title  to  the 
relief  prayed,  and  that  his  bill  must  be  dismissed ;  the 
only  remaining  question,  therefore,  was  as  to  the  costs 
of  the  suit. 

For  the  Plaintiff  it  was  insisted,  that  as  the  Defend- 
ant had  unnecessarily  and  wantonly  entered  into  an 
elaborate  answer  to  all  the  allegations  in  the  amended 
bill,  thereby  inducing  the  Plgintiff  to  go  into  expensive 
evidence  under  the  belief  that  the  Defendant  was  ready 
to  meet  the  case  upon  the  merits,  whereas  the  Defendant 
now  insisted  upon  the  irregularity  in  point  of  form,  it 
would  be  unjust  that  the  Plaintiff  should  be  visited  with 
the  whole  costs  of  the  suit. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  argued  that,  as  the  Defend- 
ant had  expressly  taken  his  objection  to  the  irregularity  by 
his  answer,  and  insisted  upon  the  same  advantage  which 
be  would  have  obtained  by  plea  or  demurrer,  the  Plfun- 
tiff  had  no  pretence  for  saying  that  Jie  was  taken  by 

surprise ; 
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surprise ;  and  as  to  the  answer  made  by  the  Defendant 
to  the  allegations  in  the  amended  bill,  that  amended  bill 
teemed  with  aspersions  upon  the  Defendant's  character^ 
HpTCHwsoy.  ^^  i^  ^^  j^gj  ^ijjjt  ^hg  Defendant  should  be  aUowed 

the  opportunity  of  clearing  his  character  upon  oath 
against  the  calumnies  cast  upon  it  by  the  bill,  at  the 
same  time  that  he  reserved  to  himself  all  the  advantage 
which  he  would  have  derived  from  a  plea  or  demurrer, 
had  he  thought  proper  to  plead  or  demur. 

Tie  Master  qf  the  Rolls  said,  he  was  at  first  dis- 
posed to  dismbs  the  bill  without  costs,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  Defendant  ought  to  have  rendered  the  ex- 
pensive evidence  unnecessary  by  putting  in  a  demurrer 
or  plea  to  the  amended  bill,  but  looking  to  the  con- 
cluding passage  of  the  Defendant's  answer,  in  which  he 
had  stated  his  objection  to  the  amended  bill  by  reason 
of  the  introduction  of  subsequent  matter,  and  had 
insisted  upon  the  same  advantage  as  he  would  have 
obtained  by  demurrer  or  plea,  and  considering  further 
that,  as  the  bill  was  loaded  with  scandalous  matter,  it 
was  not  unreasonable  that  the  Defendant  should  reply 
to  such  scandalous  matter,  though  he  objected  to  i^ 
as  irregular  in  point  of  pleading,  he  was  of  opinion 
that  the  Plaintiff  had  incurred  the  extraordinary  ei^- 
pense  of  evidence  in  his  own  wrong,  and  that  the  bill 
must,  therefore,  be  dismissed  with  full  costs.  H^ 
•  Honor  further  observed,  that  upon  the  opening;  of  tl^ 

pleadings  he  had  doubted  whether  the  Plaintiff  had 
stated  a  case  which  entitled  him  to  a  dissolution  of  the 
partnership,  for  although  a  partnership  would  be  dis- 
solved in  equity  if  a  Defendant  had  substantially  fiiiled 
in  the  performance  of  his  part  of  the  agreement,  yet  it 
was  not  the  office  of  a  court  of  equity  to  enter  into 
a  consideration  of  mere  partnership  squabbles. 


The 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY,  389 

The  Plaintiff  having  appealed  to  the  Lord  Chanoellor        1834. 
from  his  Honor's  decision,  it  was  agreed  between  the 
parties  that  the  preliminary  question  upon  the  point 
of  pleading  should  be  first  argued  and  disposed  of, 
as  the  decision  of  the  Court  upon  that  point  mieht    «^  ^^^' 

,       .  .  ,.  .  n    .         ^^^'  17.81. 

render  it  unnecessary  to  go  into  any  discussion  of  th^ 
merits. 

Sir  C.  Wetherdk  Mr.  Kinderdey^  Mr.  Wigram^  and 
Mr.  W.  C.  L.  Keene^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

The  principles  upon  which  the  judgment  of  the  late 
Master  of  the  Rolls  proceeded  in  this  case  are  founded 
in  error,  and  are  directly  at  variance  with  all  autho- 
rity. The  language  of  Lord  Redesdale  upon  this  subject 
is  clear  and  express.  Speaking  of  the  defences  which 
may  be  made  by  demurrer,  his  Lordship  says,  "  If  an 
irregularity  arises  in  any  alteration  of  a  bill  by  way  of 
amendment,  it  may  also  be  taken  advantage  of  by  de- 
murrer. As  if  a  Plaintiff  amends  his  bill,  and  states  a 
matter  arisen  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  bill,  which 
consequently  ought  to  be  the  subject  of  a  supplemental 
bill  or  bill  of  revivor.  But  if  a  matter  arisen  subsequent 
to  the  filing  of  the  bill,  and  properly  the  subject  of  a  sup- 
plemental bill,  is  stated  by  amendment,  and  the  Defend- 
ant answers  the  amended  bill,  it  is  too  late  to  object  to 
the  irregularity  at  the  hearing.'*  And  the  origin  of  this 
distinction  is  to  be  found  in  the  observation  added  by 
his  Lordship,  that,  <^  as  the  practice  of  introducing  by 
supplemental  bill  matter  arisen  subsequent  to  the  in- 
stitution of  a  suit,  has  been  established  merely  to  pre- 
serve order  in  the  pleadings,  the  reason  on  which  it  is 
founded  ceases  when  all  the  proceedings  to  obtain  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  have  been  had  without  any  in- 
convenience arising  from  the  irregularity."  (a)     In  the 

«orre- 
{a)  Redesd.  un  Pleadings  S07. 4th  edit* 
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1884.  corresponding  passage  which  treats  of  the  various  de« 
ViL^~  fences  that  may  be  made  by  way  of  plea,  the  same 
doctrine  is  laid  down  in  equally  express  terms.  ^^  If  a 
bill  is  amended  by  stating  a  matter  arisen  subsequent  to 
the  filing  of  the  bill|  and  which  consequently  ought  to 
have  been  the  subject  of  a  supplemental  bill,  advantage 
may  be  taken  of  the  irregularity  by  way  of  plea,  if  it 
does  not  sufficiently  appear  on  the  bill  to  found  a  de- 
murrer; but  if  the  Defendant  answers,  he  waives  the 
objection  to  the  irregularity,  and  cannot  make  it  at  the 
hearing.''  (a)  The  case  of  The  Archbishop  of  York  v. 
Stapleton  {b)  is  a  direct  authority  for  the  same  doctrine^ 
which  is  also  strongly  supported  by  the  language  of  Sir 
Thomas  Phmier  in  Knight  v.  Malthems.  {c)  The  rule 
requiring  subsequent  matter  to  be  introduced  upon  the 
record,  not  by  amendment  but  by  a  supplemental  billf 
was  established  to  preserve  regularity  in  the  pleadings, 
and  solely  for  the  convenience  of  Defendants:  ify  there- 
fore, a  Defendant  chuses  notwithstanding  to  answer  the 
amendments  and  allow  the  suit  to  proceed  to  a  hearing, 
he  will  not  be  then  permitted  to  turn  round  and  rely 
upon  an  irregularity  which  is  one  of  mere  form,  and 
which  by  his  own  conduct  he  has  waived.  In  this 
respect  the  objection  stands  on  the  same  footing  with 
that  of  multifariousness,  an  objection  which  can  never 
be  successfully  taken  at  the  hearing. 

Sir  Edward  Sugdetij  Mr.  Knighty   Mr.  Cocper,  and 
Mr.  Bichner,  for  the  Defendant. 

Neither  the  passages  cited  from  Lord  Redesdale's 
treatise,  nor  the  observations  of  Lord  Hardwicke  in 
The  Archbishop  of  York  v.  Stapleton^  have  any  applica- 
tion ;  for  they  refer  exclusively  to  cases  where  the  ob- 
jection 
(tf)  Redeid.  on  Pleading^  290.  (b)  s  AiJt.  15«.  -.j 
**hedit.  {c)iMad.S€S. 
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jedion  has  been  taken,  not  as  here  by  the  answer  itaelf, 
but  afier  the  answer,  when  the  suit  has  come  to  a 
bearing.     Knight  v.  Matthews  is  equally  inapplicable;  o. 

for  there  the  subsequent  matters,  introduced  by  amend-  Hutchxnsow. 
ment,  had  been  first  put  on  the  record  by  the  Defend* 
ant  himself  in  his  answer,  from  which  the  Plaintiff 
afterwards  imported  them  into  the  statements  of  his  own 
bill;  and,  of  course,  an  objection  founded  on  an  amend* 
ment  of  that  nature  could  not  lie  in  the  Defendant's 
mouth.  It  is  perfectly  clear,  besides,  that  the  Plaintiff 
could  obtain  no  other  relief  at  the  hearings  than  that  to 
which  he  was  entitled  at  the  time  when  he  filed  his 
original  bill.  In  Vere  v.  Glynn  (a),  Lord  Bathurst^  in 
answer  to  a  remark,  that  amending  a  bill  put  the  original 
bill  out  of  Court,  and  the  proceedings  were  then  on  the 
amended  bill,  observed,  ^^  This  cannot  be;  for  the 
original  and  amended  bill  are  but  one  record :  the  time 
of  filing  the  original  bill  is  not  altered,  and  it  is  only 
amended  and  written  on; — amended  by  virtue  of  an 
order  dated  on  a  day  specified.  A  bill  of  supjdement 
is  a  distinct  record."  These  principles,  which  were 
recognised  and  acted  upon  in  Barfield  v.  Kelly  {b\ 
receive  a  further  illustration  from  the  converse  rule^ 
that  new  matter,  which  is  not  subsequent  in  point  of 
time  to  the  filing  of  the  original  bill,  can  only  be  intro- 
duced by  amendment,  and  not  by  supplemental  bill: 
CclcUmgh  v.  Evans.{c) 

Sir  John  Leach  never  meant  in  deciding  this  case  to 
controvert  the  general  proposition  laid  down  by  Lord 
Hardwicke  and  Lord  Bedesdale:  on  the  contrary,  he 
jfiiUy  admitted  it;  but  then,  at  the  end  of  this  answer,  he 
found  a  passage,  stating  that  the  new  matter  in  the 

amended 

(a)  2  Dick.  44 1 .  C<^)  4  Sim,  76. 

{h)  4  Ruu,  355. 

Vol.  II.  R 
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1831.        amended  bill  related  to  transactions  which  had  taken 
"^      -  place  subsequently  to  the  filing  of  the  original  bill,  and 

«.  insisting  on  the  same  advantage  with  respect  to  that 

Hutchinson,  objection  as  if  the  Defendant  hfjd  demurred  or  pleaded 
thereto;  a  circumstance  which  his  Honor  considered  ma- 
terially to  distinguish  the  present  case.  It  was,  indeed, 
quite  impossible  to  demur  to  the  amended  bill;  for  though 
much  of  the  new  matter  introduced  into  it  by  way  of 
amendment  was  posterior  in  point  of  time  to  the  filing 
of  the  original  bill,  the  Plaintiff  has,  in  inserting  such 
matter,  studiously  avoided  all  reference  to  the  dates  of 
the  transactions :  and  it  was  equally  impossible  to  plead 
to  it  successfully,  for  the  original  and  the  new  matter 
are,  in  the  statement,  so  artfully  interwoven  and  mixed 
up  together,  that  no  pleader,  however  skilful,  could  have 
framed  a  plea,  founded  upon  that  objection,  which  would 
not  have  covered  too  much,  and  have,  consequently, 
over-ruled  itself.  The  Defendant,  therefore,  had  no 
alternative  left  him  but  to  answer;  and  that  course  was 
especially  incumbent  on  him,  in  order  that  he  might 
have  an  opportunity  of  meeting  and  repelling  seriatim 
upon  oath  the  many  malicious  and  slanderous  allegations 
which  the  Plaintiff  has  thought  fit  to  put  on  the  record 
in  support  of  his  case. 

Sir  C  Wetherelli  in  reply. 


Nov  81.  The  Lord  Chancellor  made  an  order  dismissing 

the  appeal. 
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1833. 


NALDER  V.  HAWKINS.  isss. 

N'ov,  14.  19. 

^nPHIS  was  a  motion,  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants,  that  Where  a  bill 
-*•    Henry  Browne,  as  next  friend  of  the  infant  Plain-  Jj^behSf^cIr* 
tiffi,  might  be  restrained  from  farther  proceedings  in  the  infants  under 
suit;  and  that  an  inquiry  might  be  directed,  whether  it  raising  a  °^^ 
would  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiffs,  that  the  suit  •??»«  •"«: 
should  be  further  prosecuted ;  and  if  the  Master  should  the  mo^es 
be  of  opinion  in  the  affirmative,  then  that  he  might  r^'^j  "?* 
appoint  some  other  proper  person  as  the  next  friend  of  Court' will 
the  infants,  to  have  the  conduct  of  the  suit  in  the  place  qlJi^^whethcr 
of  the  said  Henry  Browne.  the  suit  is  for 

the  benefit  of 
the  infants, 
The  Vice-Chancellor  bad  refused  the  application,  with  and  if  so, 

whether  such 
COSX&.  next  friend  is 

a  proper 
__,-.,,  /.,!.,  .    1    ,/.     *.    ■      person  to  con- 

rhe  bill  was  filed  in  January  1833,  on  behalf  of  the  duct  it,  or 

four  infant  daughters  and  only  children  of  John  Nalder^  otherwise, 
by  Henry  Browne,  as  their  next  friend,  against  the  two  proper  person 
persons  who  were  appointed  trustees  and  executors  under  point^Tliext 
John  Nalder^s  will,  and   against  Elizabeth  Nalder  his  '"end  in  his 


widow.  It  stated  the  will  of  John  Nalder,  which  was  duly 
attested,  and  which,  after  giving  a  rent-charge  of  70/.  a 
year  in  lieu  of  dower,  as  also  a  pecuniary  legacy,  and  a 
life  interest  in  his  household  furniture  and  effects  to  his 
widow,  devised  and  bequeathed  his  real  estate,  and  his  re- 
siduary personal  property,  to  the  Defendants,  the  trustees 
(whom  he  also  appointed  his  executors),  for  the  absolute 
benefit  of  his  four  infanl  daughters,  equally,  with  apower 
to  apply  the  interest  of  their  respective  shares  towards  their 
maintenance  during  their  minority ;  and  it  appointed  his 
said  trustees  jointly  with  his  widow  to  the  guardianship 
of  the  children.     The  bill  stated  that  the  Plaintii&  were 

R  2  of 
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18SS.  of  the  ages  of  eleven,  seven,  and  three  years,  and  nine 
months,  respectively.  It  chai^ged  that  the  will  had  been 
proved  by  the  widow  and  one  of  the  executors  only, 
Thomas  Hceookins ;  that  WaUrotij  the  other  executor  and 
trustee,  resided  at  a  considerable  distance  from  the  testa- 
tor's property,  and  did  not  intend  to  interfere  actively  in 
the  administration  of  the  trust;  that  his  co-executor  and 
co-trustee,  Hawkins,  was  in  narrow  and  limited  circum- 
stances; and  that  the  interests  of  the  Plaintiff  would  be 
endangered,  if  any  considerable  part  of  the  testator's  pro- 
perty were  allowed  to  come  into  his  hands ;  that  the  widow 
was  bound,  but  had  refused  to  elect  between  her  dower  at 
common  law  and  the  benefits  given  her  by  the  will;  that 
the  Defendants  pretended  that,  shortly  previous  to  his 
death,  the  testator  had  entered  into  some  agreement  for 
letting  on  lease  the  whole,  or  a  large  portion  of  his  free- 
hold lands,  and  they  threatened  to  carry  that  agreement 
into  effect ;  but  that  if  such  agreement  had  ever  been 
entered  into  by  the  testator,  he  was  not  at  the  time  com- 
petent to  transact  business. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  testator's  will  might  be 
established,  and  the  trusts  thereof  carried  into  effect; 
that  the  usual  accounts  of  his  debts,  and  funeral  and 
testamentary  expenses,  and  also  of  his  personal  estate, 
and  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  real  estates  might 
be  taken,  and,  if  necessary,  part  of  such  real  estate 
might  be  sold  to  satisfy  his  debts;  that  the  Defendant 
the  widow  might  elect  between  her  right  to  dower  at 
common  law  and  the  benefits  given  her  by  the  will;  that 
an  allowance  might  be  made  for  the .  maintenance  of 
the  Plaintifis ;  that  a  receiver  might  be  appointed  of  the 
outstanding  personalty  and  of  the  rents  and  profits  of 
the  real  estate;  and  that  the  Defendants,  the  executors 
and  trustees,  might  be  restrained  from  getting  in  such 
outstanding  personalty  and  collecting  such  rents. 

The 
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The  affidavits,  made  by  the  different  Defendants  in 
support  of  the  motion,  positively  denied  all  the  charges 
in  the  bill,  with  respect  to  the  trust  funds  being  in 
danger,  the  straitened  circumstances  of  one  of  the  trus- 
tees, the  intention  imputed  to  the  other  not  to  act,  and 
the  testator's  alleged  incompetency  to  enter  into  the 
agreement  The  widow,  also,  in  her  affidavit  stated, 
that  she  had  elected  to  take  under  the  will.  It  further 
appeared  from  the  affidavits,  that  the  testator's  real 
estate  might  be  worth,  in  the  whole,  between  700/.  and 
800/.  a  year;  that  the  trustees  had  agreed  to  let  the 
'  principal  part  of  it,  exclusive  of  the  mansion  house 
and  adjoining  fields,  for  a  period  of  ten  years,  at  a  yearly 
rent  of  615/. ;  that  no  member  or  relative  of  the  family 
had  sanctioned  or  advised  the  suit,  but  that  it  had  been 
set  on  foot  entirely  at  the  instigation  of  a  solicitor  of 
the  name  of  Tilbyj  who  had  for  many  years  acted 
for  the  testator  in  his  professional  capacity,  but  who 
had  latterly  been  discanled,  and  another  solicitor  of  the 
name  of  Phillips  employed  in  his  stead ;  that  a  few  days 
before  Mr.  Nalder^s  death,  Mr.  Phillips  was  sent  for  to 
assist  in  making  his  will,  and  that  a  will  was  then  ac- 
tually prepared  and  executed;  that  the  day  after  the 
execution  of  that  will,  Mr.  Tilln/j  without  having  been  ' 
sent  for,  called  upon,  and  made  his  way  into  the  room 
where  the  testator  then  lay  upon  his  death*bed,  and 
induced  or  persuaded  Mr.  Nalder  to  make  and  execute 
another  will,  which  was  substantially  the  same  with  the 
former,  but  which  differed  from  it  in  not  giving  such 
ample  powers  to  the  trustees  with  respect  to  the  manage- 
ment of  the  property;  that  the  testator  afterwards  ex- 
pressed to  his  brother-in-law  and  his  wife  much  vexation 
and  anger  at  hb  own  weakness  in  having  yielded  to 
Tltbj/s  importunity  and  executed  this  second  will,  and 
wished  that  it  should  be  destroyed  and  another  will  pre- 
pared by  Mr.  Phillips ;  that  this  second  will  was  the  one 
which  the  bill  sought  to  establish  and  carry  into  effect ; 

R  S  that 
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1833.  ^^^  Henry  Browne^  the  next  Friend  in  the  suit,  was  of 
the  age  of  twenty-five,  an  entire  stranger  to  the  family ; 
that  he  lived  at  a  distance  of  twelve  miles  from  them,  and 
Hawiins.  had  no  independent  property,  and  bad  lately  held  the 
situation  of  a  farm  servant  or  bailiff  at  monthly  wages ; 
that  he  was  well  known  to  Tilh/f  at  whose  request  he 
had  agreed  to  act  as  the  next  friend  of  the  Plaintiffs  in 
the  suit. 

The  affidavits,  filed  against  the  motion,  stated  some 
circumstances  which  gave  reason  to  apprehend  that  a 
suit  might  be  necessary,  in  order  properly  to  protect  the 
interests  of  the  Plaintiffs;  but  they  did  not  materially 
alter  the  facts  stated  in  the  affidavits  of  the  Defendants. 

No  other  bill  had  been  filed  for  the  purpose  of  carry- 
ing into  effect  the  trusts  of  the  testator's  will. 

Sir  E.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Haytery  for  the  motion,  con- 
tended that  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  affidavits,  a  case 
of  abuse  was  disclosed  which  called  for  a  summary  and 
decisive  remedy.  The  institution  of  the  suit  was  a  most 
unjustifiable  attempt  to  subject  a  widow  and  her  father- 
less children  to  the  expensive  interference  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery — an  interference  which,  however  useful  on 
many  occasions,  was  here  perfectly  wanton  and  unneces- 
sary, and  could  have  no  other  object  or  effect,  than  to 
transfer  a  portion  of  the  moderate  fortune  to  which 
these  Plaintiffs  were  entitled,  into  the  pocket  of  Mr. 
Tf%,  the  real  Plaintiff  in  the  cause.  If  such  a  suit 
were  suffered  to  proceed,  the  Court  would  in  fact 
sanction  any  rapacious  solicitor  who  had  been  disap- 
pointed in  his  expectations  of  employment  from  executors, 
in  hunting  out  some  needy  dependent,  who  would  allow 
his  name  to  be  used  as  a  next  friend,  and  then,  under 
pretence  of  protecting  the  rights  of  infants,  and  without 
waiting  for  a  case  of  suspicion  against  those  whom  the 

testator 
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testator  had  appointed  for  that  purpose,  putting  a  bill     ^  183S. 
upon  the  file,  and  thus  bringing  those  infants  and  their 
property  under  the  expensive  machinery  of  this  Court. 
Richardson  v.  Miller  (a)  was  an  express  authority  for 
the  present  application. 

Mr.  Pepys  and  Mr.  James  Russell^  contra^  submitted, 
that  there  was  enough  upon  the  face  of  the  will  itself, 
and  upon  the  circumstances  disclosed  by  the  counter 
aflSdavits,  to  shew  that  the  testator's  estate  could  not 
possibly  be  administered,  or  the  interests  of  the  Plain- 
tifis  sufficiently  secured,  without  the  assistance  of  a  suit 
This  was  the  only  bill  upon  the  file  relative  to  the 
testator's  estate;  and  no  one  had  denied,  that  it  was  a 
bill  properly  framed  to  attain  all  the  objects  which  it 
professed,  and  which  the  state  of  the  family  and  property 
required.  Instead  of  discouraging,  it  had  been  the  uni- 
form practice  of  the  Court  rather  to  encourage  and  give 
facilities  to  persons  who  sought  to  throw  the  protection 
of  a  suit  around  parties  whose  infancy  incapacitated  them 
fit>m  acting  for  themselves;  and  the  Court  therefore 
would  not  curiously  inquire  into  the  circumstances  and 
station  in  life  of  persons,  who  placed  themselves  in  the 
important  and  responsible  situation  of  next  friends. 
Davenport  v.  Davenport,  (b)  Pennington  v.  Alvin.{c) 
Stevens  v.  Stevens,  (d) 


The  Lord  Chancellor.  jVw.  19. 

It  is  undeniable  that  the  habit  of  the  Court  has  been 
to  encourage  persons  to  come  forward  as  next  friends, 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  its  aid  in  behalf  of  parties 

inca- 

(a)  1  Sim.  135.  (c)  1  S.  if  St,  264. 

{b)  IS.  4^  St.  101.  id)  6  Mad.  97. 

R  4 
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1883.  incapacitated  to  sue  for  themselves.  The  language  of 
the  books  is  frequently,  that  next  friends  should  not  be 
discouraged ;  but  there  are  cases  which  go  much  further, 
both  in  their  language  and  in  their  tendency;  cases  which, 
both  by  the  words  used,  and  the  things  done,  give  great 
encouragement  to  undertake  the  office.  In  Whittaker 
V.  Marlar  (a),  Lord  TkurUm  says,  that  '*  Whoever 
will  stand  forward  in  that  character,  is  to  be  encouraged 
to  every  possible  extent,  while  he  can  be  supposed  to 
intend  the  infant's  benefit."  This  seems  to  go  as  far  as 
possible;  it  is  as  much  as  to  say,  that  any  one  may  do 
what  he  pleases  as  next  friend,  until  he  does  something 
which  cannot  by  any  possibility  be  supposed  to  be  done 
ban&  Jtde  for  the  mfant's  advantage.  It  must  however 
be  observed,  that  this  is.  rather  the  language  of  the  case 
than  the  point  decided ;  for  there  the  Court,  on  a  full 
review  of  the  circumstances,  dismissed  the  bUl,  and  made 
the  next  friend  pay  the  whole  costs  of  that  proceeding 
and  of  the  application.  But  it  had  been  referred  to  the 
Master  to  inquire  whether  or  not  the  suit  was  necessary, 
and  he  had  reported  against  it;  and  the  book  does  not 
state  the  facts  upon  which  the  report  and  the  decision 
are  grounded. 

The  encouragement  has  been  extended  still  further 
in  later  cases.  Lord  Thurlam^  in  the  one  cited,  held 
that  no  degree  of  mistake  or  apprehension  would  entitle 
the  Court  to  fix  a  next  friend  with  costs.  But  in 
Davenport  v.  Davenport  {b\  the  Court  refused  to  inquire 
into  the  circumstances  of  a  party  proposed  as  next  friend, 
on  the  ground  that  after  one  was  removed  another 
might  file  a  bill  as  of  right  without  any  inquiry.  Never- 
theless it  is  clear  that  the  Court  always  expects  a  next 
friend  to  be  a  person  of  substance,  and  so  it  was  held  by 

Sir 

{a)  1  Car,  285.  {b)  1  S.  ^  Si.  101. 
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Sir  J.  Jekyll  in  a  case  at  the  Rolls  in  17S7  [a)\  and  if 
such  is  the  expectation,  that  is,  the  just  expectation  of 
the  Court,  it  might  never  be  fulfilled  were  no  steps 
competent  to  be  taken  for  the  purpose  of  insuring  it. 
Yet  the  language  of  the  report  of  a  late  case,  Pennington 
T.  Akin  (i),  would  even  give  reason  to  suppose  that  if 
a  person  notoriously  pennyless,  who  had  seduced  the 
infant's  mother,  been  for  months  in  execution  on  the 
suit  of  the  husband  and  father  for  adultery,  and  taken 
the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  had  come  forward  as 
next  friend  of  the  infant,  and  not  of  the  mother,  the 
Court  would  hardly  have  made  him  find  security 
for  costs. 


The  true  and  the  just  principle  which  should  govern 
all  such  cases  is  this.  No  discouragement  ought  to  be 
thrown  in  the  way  of  persons  bonajide  suing  as  next 
firiends;  but  no  undue  facility  should  be  given  to  mere 
▼olonteers,  who  interfere  rather  for  their  own  purposes 
than  for  the  infant's  advantage.  While  they  appear  to 
act  bon&Jlde  they  will  be  protected;  the  presumption 
will  rather  be  in  their  favour;  the  proof  will  rather  be 
thrown  upon  those  who  impeach  their  modves;  the 
leaning  will  be  more  for  than  against  them.  But  no 
strained  presumptions  will  be  made  to  protect  them ;  no 
forced  constructions  will  be  put  on  their  conduct;  no 
benefit  from  bare  possibilities  will  be  conjured  up  in  their 
behalf.  They  must  be  content  to  have  their  motives 
appreciated  and  their  acts  judged  like  other  parties.  If 
they  have  involved  themselves  in  suspicion,  their  pro- 
ceedings must  be  subjected  to  inquiry ;  if  they  have 
incurred  just  blame,  be  it  by  improper  interference,  or 
be  it  by  unnecessary  interference,  they  must  abide  the 
consequences ;  the  suit  at  their  instance  must  be  stayed ; 

or 


(a)  1  Atk.  570. 


(A)  1  S.  4-  St.  265. 
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or  if  the  suit  be  useful  to  tbe  in&nt,  but  the  parties  in- 
stituting it  be  unfit  to  conduct  it,  tbey  must  give  place 
to  others  in  whom  the  Court  can  better  repose  con- 
fidence* 


It  follows  that  every  such  case  must  depend  upon  its 
circumstances;  nor  will  the  Court  even  order  an  inquiry 
unless  just  cause  of  suspicion  exists.  In  the  present 
case  the  circumstances  are  of  a  very  peculiar  aspect* 
This  is,  not  the  suit  of  Browney  the  nominal  next 
friend,  any  more  than  it  is  mine.  It  is  the  suit  of  Mr. 
Tilln/y  an  attorney.  I  do  not,  for  that  reason,  either 
blame  Mr.  Tilby^  or  decide  that  the  suit  is  needless,  or 
even  deny  that  it  may  be  beneficial ;  but  I  state  this  as 
a  thing  calculated  to  point  the  particular  attention  of 
the  Court  towards  the  whole  of  the  other  circumstances 
of  the  case.  These  are  such  as  to  excite  very  watchful 
attention;  they  give  birth  to  suspicion  enough  to  call 
for  full  inquiry ;  and  I  feel  that  I  should  not  discharge 
my  duty  in  protecting  the  interests  of  these  infants,  if  I 
did  not  send  the  whole  matter  to  the  Master.  But  I  shall 
direct  the  inquiry  to  be  not  only  as  to  the  suit  being  for 
the  benefit  of  the  infants  —  and,  if  it  be,  as  to  the  proper 
persons  to  conduct  it  in  case  the  present  next  friend  be 
removed  —  but  the  Master  must  also  inquire  whether  or 
not  Henrj^  Browne  is  a  fit  and  proper  person  to  be  con- 
tinued the  next  friend;  and  he  is  to  have  leave  to  report 
special  matters. 


T 
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Rolls. 
CROOME  V.  LEDIARD.  ^ov.  is. 

L.C. 

>H£  bill  was  filed  for  the  specific  performance  of  an         i834. 

agreement,  under  the  following  circumstances.  The  g   ^  written 

Plainti£^  James  Fielder  Croomey  being  seised  of  an  estate  agreement 

in   fee,   called   the  Leigh   estate,   and  the  Defendant,  plaintiff  and 

Thomas  Lediard*  who  was  a  solicitor,  claiming  to  be  the  l^efend- 

^  ant,  the  Plain- 

entitled  to  the  reversion  in  fee  of  an  estate  called  HareS"  tiff  agreed  td 

Jeld,  Croome  agreed  to  purchase  the  Haresfield  estate,  at  ^^^^^^^^ 

such  price  as  the  same  should  be  appraised  at  by  Daniel  agreed  to  pur- 

Trinder ;  and  Lediard  at  the  same  time  agreed  to  pur-  ^j,g  tgrmii 

chase  the  Leiah  estate,  at  such  price  as   that  estate  stated,  a  cer- 
1       ,,  ,  .     J         .        1  J        tain  property 

should  be  appraised  at  by  the  same  surveyor;  and  a  called  the 

memorandum  to  the  following  effect  was  reduced  into  fn^by^thc'*^ 
writing  by  Lediard^  and  executed  by  both  parties :  —  same  asree- 
"  Memorandum  of  an  agreement   made  this  SOth  of  fendantLreed 
May  1832,  between  James  Fielder  Croome^  of  Chelten-  to  sell,  and 
r  x^  r    .  ,    «,,  \.    ..      ,       r  t*»e  Plaintiff 

hamy  f^sq.   ot  the  one  part,  and    Thomas  Ledtardj  ot  agreed  to  pur- 

Cireticestery  Gentleman,  of  the  other  part.     The  said  <^^«»«  another 
'  *^  estate,  called 

James  Fielder  Croome  agrees  to  sell,  and  Thomas  Ledi-  the  Haretfield 

ard  agrees  to  purchase,  the  inheritance  in  fee-simple  in  ^^l^^j^,^^ 

possession  of  all  that  messuage,  tenement,  or  farm  house,  pressed  that 

lands,  and  hereditaments  situate  at  the  Leigh^  in  the  tractTwmto 

parish  of  Ashtony  at  such  price  or  sum  as  the  same  shall  be  dependent 

r  -     J         1        v^      •  «  m  •    1  n  ^T  II  on  each  other, 

be  appraised  at  by  Darnel  Trtndery  ot  Norcott,  land  xhe  Dtfend- 

surveyor;  the  timber  now  growing  thereon  to  be  valued  *"^J***  ^^^ 

by  the  said  Daniel  Trinder  and  paid  for  accordingly,  to  make  a 

And  the  said  Thomas  Lediard  agrees  to  sell,  and  the  fhe^Ffa^^/rf 

said  James  Fielder  Croome  to  purchase,  the  inheritance  estate :  Held, 

.     that  the 
'"  Plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  a 
specific  performance  of  the  contract  as  to  the  Lei^h  estate. 
Evidence  aliunde  was  not  admitted,  to  shew  that  it  was  the  real  intention  of  the 
parties  that  the  agreement  should  take  effect  on  the  basis  of  a  mutual  exchange. 
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18SS.  in  fee-simple  of  all  that  freehold  estate  situate  at  Hares* 
Jkldi  in  reversion  after  the  death  of  Charles  Neale^  of 
Nailsaxnihj  at  such  price  or  sum  as  the  same  shall  be 
appraised  at  by  the  said  Daniel  TrindeTf  the  timber  now 
growing  thereon  to  be  valued  by  the  said  Daniel  Trin^ 
der.  And  it  is  agreed  that  the  said  Thomas  Lediard 
shall  have  possession  of  the  estate  at  the  Leigh  as  from 
Lady-day  last  And  it  is  agreed  that  each  party  shall 
at  bis  own  expense  make  out  a  good  and  marketable 
title  to  his  estate,  excepting,  as  to  the  said  James  Fielda' 
Croomej  it  is  agreed  that  in  the  event  of  his  not  being 
able  to  find  the  title  deeds  of  his  said  estate  at  the  Leigh 
now  missing,  he  having  made  diligent  search  for  the 
same,  the  absence  of  such  tide  deeds  shall  not  afiect  the 
performance  of  this  contract,  but  that  the  said  TTiomas 
Lediard  shall  in  such  case  accept  the  bond  of  the  said 
James  Fielder  Croome  to  indemnify  the  said  Thomas 
Lediard  in  the  event  of  his  eviction  from  the  said  estate 
by  reason  of  any  thing  in  the  said  deeds  contained. 
The  purchases  to  be  completed  as  at  Lady-day  last,  and 
the  said  Daniel  Trinder's  charges  to  be  paid  equally 
between  the  parties.  It  is  also  further  agreed  between 
the  parties  hereto,  that  the  absence  of  the  will  of  the 
Rev.  Charles  Neale  from  the  evidences  of  title  in  the 
hands  of  the  said  Thomas  Lediard  shall  not  be  deemed 
by  the  said  James  Fielder  Croome  as  an  objection  to  the 
tide  of  the  said  Thomas  Lediard^  but  that  the  said 
Jiomas  Lediard  shall  execute  a  bond  to  the  said  James 
Fielder  Croome  to  indemnify  kirn  against  all  adverse 
claims  to  be  made  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  said  will  by 
any  person  whomsoever." 

The  Leigh  estate  was  valued  by  Trinder  at  27 171. ^ 
and  Haresjield  at  1870/.  On  the  5th  of  July  18S2, 
lediard  sent  to  the  Plaintiff's  solicitors  an  abstract  of 
his  tide  to  the  Haresfield  estsiie,  and  he  also  sent  to  them 

an 
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an  abstract,  purporting  to  be  an  abstract  of  the  Plainti£P's  1888. 
title  to  the  JLeigh  estate,  which  he  had  procured  from 
another  solicitor.  Croom^s  solicitor,  having  recovered 
the  tide  deeds  of  the  Leigh  estate,  corrected  the  abstract 
sent  by  Lediardf  which  was  in  several  respects  imperfect, 
aad  returned  it  to  him  so  corrected. 

The  Plaintiff's  solicitors,  finding  that  the  reversion  of 
Haresfield  had  been  purchased  for  a  sum  of  600/.,  wrote 
a  letter  to  Lediard^  inquiring  whether  he  had  acted  pro- 
fessionally for  the  person  of  whom  he  had  purchased  the 
reversion.  LediardAecWn&di  answering  this  inquiry,  and 
on  the  2d  of  October  1832,  be  wrote  a  letter  to  the 
Plaintiff's  solicitors,  stating,  that  unless  the  abstract  of 
the  title  to  Haresfield^  with  their  observations  upon  it, 
was  returned  on  or  before  the  9th  of  October^  he  should 
consider  the  agreement  as  null  and  void.  The  abstract 
was  not  returned  at  that  time,  and  upon  the  Defendant 
insisting  that  the  contract  was  at  an  end,  the  present 
suit  was  instituted. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  Defendant  might  be  decreed 
specifically  to  perform  his  agreement  for  the  purchase  of 
the  Leigh  estate,  the  Plaintiff  being  willing  and  offering, 
upon  the  defendant's  making  out  a  good  title  to  the 
reversion  in  the  Haresfield  estate,  specifically  to  perform 
his  part  of  the  agreement  The  Defendant,  by  his 
answer,  insisted  that  the  negotiation  between  him  and 
the  Plaintiff,  previous  to  the  execution  of  the  agreemen^t, 
was  for  an  exchange,  and  not  for  separate  purchases; 
that  when  the  agreement  was  reduced  into  writing,  it 
was  understood  between  the  parties  that  the  same  was 
on  the  footing  and  in  the  nature  of  a  mutual  exchange ; 
and  that  the  only  reason  why  the  memorandum  was  pre- 
pared by  way  of  distinct  purchases,  was,  that  it  was 
considered  preferable  that  the  same  should  be  carried 

into 
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1 833.  into  effect  by  separate  conveyances,  in  order  to  prevent 
the  objections  that  might  be  made  to  one  deed  of  ex- 
change between  the  parties,  especially  as  the  title  deeds 
of  the  Plaintiff  were,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
agreement,  supposed  to  be  lost 

It  was  admitted  at  the  bar,  on  the  part  of  the  De- 
fendant, that  the  Defendant  could  not  make  a  good  title 
to  the  Haresfield  estate. 

.    Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  IVilbrahftm^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

The  performance  of  this  agreement  is  resisted  by  the 
Defendant,  upon  the  ground  that  the  real  intention  of 
the  parties  was,  that  one  should  not  purchase,  unless  he 
should  at  the  same  time  sell,  allhough  no  such  intention 
appears  on  the  face  of  the  agreement  The  agreement 
was  drawn  by  Lediard  himself;  and  if  it  was  so  drawn 
as  not  to  indicate  the  real  intention  of  the  parties,  can 
it  be  doubted  that  it  was  expressly  so  framed,  in  order 
that  the  Plaintiff  should,  at  all  events,  be  bound  to  pur- 
chase Lediard's  estate?  It  turns  out  that  Lediard  is 
himself  unable  to  perform  his  part  of  the  contract,  but 
he  is  able  to  purchase  the  Plaintiff's  estate;  and  he 
cannot  be  permitted  to  refuse  the  performance  of  that 
part  of  the  contract  by  which  he  is  bound  to  purchase 
the  Le^h  estate,  because  he  is  unable  to  make  a  valid  . 
sale  to  the  Plaintiff  of  the  Haresfield  estate.  The  De- 
fendant, in  supposing  that  he  had  a  right  to  put  an  end 
to  the  contract  because  the  abstract  which  he  had  de« 
livered  was  not  returned  to  him  on  a  day  which  he  chose 
to  name,  altogether  mistook  the  law  and  practice  upon 
this  subject ;  for  the  property  in  the  abstract  passes  from 
the  time  of  delivery  to  the  intended  purchaser,  and  the 
vendor  is  not  entitled  to  it  pending  the  negotiation 
Where  a  vendor  contracts  to  sell  a  larger  interest  than 
he  possesses,  this  is  not  a  ground  for  rescinding  the 

contract. 
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contract,  if  the  purchaser  choose  to  hold  him  to  it ;  bat  18Sd. 
the  difierence  between  the  interest  which  he  has  con- 
tracted to  sell,  and  that  which  he  is  capable  of  convey- 
ing,  is  a  proper  subject  for  compensation ;  Mortlock  v. 
Btdler  (a),  Williams  ▼.  Edwards  (b).  If  there  be  a  defect 
in  the  Defendant's  title,  the  Plaintiff  is  ready  to  accept 
the  tille  with  a  proper  abatement,  provided  the  defect  be 
of  such  a  nature  as  may  admit  of  compensation.  If  the 
title  be  incurably  bad,  the  Defendant,  being  a  solicitor, 
must  have  known  this  fact  when  he  entered  into  the 
contract,  and  cannot  avail  himself  of  his  own  wrong  for 
the  purpose  of  avoiding  his  part  of  the  agreement 

Mr.  Bickersteth  and   Mr.  Whitmarsh^   for  the  De- 
fendant. 

The  question  is  not,  whether  there  has  been  a  breach 
of  the  contract  for  which  the  Defendant  is  answerable, 
for  that  is  not  denied ;  but  whether,  under  the  circum- 
stances, this  Court  will  enforce  a  specific  performance 
of  the  Defendant's  part  of  the  agreement.  The  basis  of 
the  agreement  from  the  outset  was  an  intended  ex- 
change of  lands,  to  be  carried  into  effect  by  mutual 
purchases  and  sales;  the  negotiation  was  carried  on 
with  reference  to  both  estates  at  the  same  time,  and  the 
agreement  for  this  exchange  was  entered  into  by  a  single 
instrument.  The  same  person  was  to  make  a  valuation 
of  both  estates ;  and  his  single  award,  after  an  examin- 
atioo  of  the  two  estates,  was  to  be  binding  upon  both 
parties.  How,  therefore,  is  it  possible  to  look  at  this 
contract  otherwise  than  as  a  contract  which  was  to  be 
performed  in  all  its  parts,  and  in  which  those  parts  were 
mutually  dependent  upon  each  other?  The  Plaintiff 
now,  however,  says  that  there  were  two  distinct  con- 
tracts, and  calls  upon  the  Defendant  to  do  something 

for 

(fl)  10  K«.  292.  {h)  2  Sim.  78. 
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1833.  for  which  he  never  contracted.  With  respect  to  the 
notice  given  by  the  Derendant,  that  he  should  consider 
the  contract  at  an  end,  unless  the  abstract  were  returned 
at  a  given  time,  it  is  to  observed  that  the  abstract  was 
delivered  on  the  5th  of  July,  and  that  the  notice  was  not 
sent  by  Lediard  until  the  2d  of  October ;  and,  although 
time  might  not  be  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  yet 
some  reasonable  period  must,  in  all  such  cases,  be  fixed 
at  which  one  party  is  entitled  to  call  upon  the  other 
either  for  the  fulfilment  or  the  abandonment  of  his 
agreement. 

On  the  part  of  the  Defendant  evidence  was  tendered, 
with  a  view  to  establish  that  the  real  intention  of  the 
parties  to  the  agreement  was  to  exchange  their  respective 
estates ;  but  the  Court  would  not  permit  this  evidence 
to  be  read. 

The  Master  rf  the  Rolls. 

The  intention  of  the  parties  must  be  collected  from 
the  expressions  in  the  written  instrument;  and  no 
evidence  aliunde  can  be  received  to  give  a  construction 
to  the  agreement  contrary  to  the  plain  import  of  those 
expressions.  There  is,  in  this  memorandum,  a  contract 
on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  to  sell,  and  on  the  part  of 
the  Defendant  to  purchase  the  estate  at  Leigh  upon  the 
terms  stated ;  and  there  is  a  contract  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendant  to  sell,  and  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  to 
purchase,  the  estate  at  Hare^ld.  It  is  impossible 
that  these  agreements  can  be  considered,  as  is  contended 
on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  as  one  entire  contract* 
There  are  plainly  two  distinct  contracts,  which,  accord- 
ing to  the  language  used  in  the  instrument,  are  not 
made  dependent  upon  each  other ;  and  the  right  of  the 
Plaintiff,   therefore,  to  a  specific  performance  of  the 

agreement 
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agreement  for  the  sale  of  the  Leigh  estate  to  the  De- 
fendant cannot  be  defeated,  because  the  Defendant  is 
unable,  on  his  part,  to  perform  another  distinct  contract. 

The  Plaintiff  was  declared  entitled  to  a  specific  per- 
formance of  the  agreement  as  to  the  sale  of  the  Leigh 
estate,  and  a  reference  as  to  title  was  directed.  The 
Court  refused  the  application  of  the  Plaintiff  for  costs  of 
the  suit  to  the  hearing,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
Plaintiff  might  not  be  able  to  make  a  good  title  to  the 
Leigh  estate,  and  would  not,  in  such  case,  be  entitled  to 
costs. 


18dS. 


The  Defendant  appealed  from  his  Honor's  decree. 

The  Solicitor-General  (Sir  Charles  Pepys)  and  Mr. 
WiUnrahamy  in  support  of  the  decree. 

Sir  W,  Homej  Mr.  Preston,  and  Mr.  Whitmarsh,  for 
the  Appellant. 

There  are  two  points  raised  upon  this  appeal ;  first, 
whether  the  construction  put  upon  the  contract  by  the 
Court  below  is  not,  upon  the  face  of  the  instrument, 
erroneous;  and,  secondly,  whether,  supposing  the 
import  of  the  instrument  to  be  doubtfiil,  it  was  not 
competent  to  the  Defendant  to  call  in  aid  extrinsic 
evidence  to  explain  the  nature  of  the  transaction. 

As  to  the  first  point  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the 
contract  between  the  parties  is  contained  in  one  instru- 
ment, with  a  single  stamp,  and  attested  by  one  witness ; 
and  the  agreement  stipulates  that  each  of  the  parties 
shall  be  a  buyer  and  a  seller,  the  direct  inference  from 
which  stipulation  is,  that  one  party  shall  not  be  com- 
pelled to  buy  unless  the  other  is  in  a  condition  to  sell. 

Vol.  IL  S  The 
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The  parties  were  desurous  of  effiscting  an  exchange  of 
thdr  respective  estates;  and  as  it  seldom  happens,  in 
traasactimis  of  this  nature,  that  two  estates  are  of  exactly 
the  same  valae^  the  difference,  in  point  of  value,  was  to 
be  made  the  subject  of  pecuniary  compensation:  and 
the  same  valuer  of  both  estates  was  employed  by  both 
parties,  who  were  to  bear  the  expense  of  the  valuation 
in  equal  proportions.  The  whole  treaty  proceeded 
upon  a  basb  of  mutuality ;  and,  as  no  fraud  or  want  of 
good  faith  is  imputed  in  this  case  to  the  Defendant,  the 
Plaintiff  has  no  pretencei  in  a  court  of  equity,  for 
insbting  upon  the  specific  performance  of  one  half  of 
the  agreement,  while  the  other  half  of  it  remains  un- 
fulfilled. 


But  if  there  were  any  doubt,  upon  the  terms  of  this 
instrument,  as  to  the  nature  of  the  contract  between  the 
parties,  the  evidence  tendered  by  the  Defendant  to  rebut 
the  Plaintiff's  equity  was « improperly  excluded.  The 
distinction  between  the  situation  of  a  plaintiff  and  a 
defendant  in  a  suit  for  specific  performance,  in  respect 
of  the  right  of  resorting  to  parol  evidence,  was  not 
adverted  to  in  the  Court  below.  A  plaintiff  in  a  suit 
for  specific  performance  has  no  right  to  call  in  aid 
extrinsic  evidence  to  support  his  equity ;  but  the  defend- 
ant may  resort  to  parol  evidence  to  rebut  the  plaintiff's 
equity,  and  shew  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  title  to  relief 
in  this  Court  In  Clarke  v.  Grant  (a),  this  distinction 
was  recognised ;  and  the  defendant  was  allowed  to  give 
parol  evidence  of  a  stipulation,  the  effect  of  which  was 
to  alter  the  terms  of  the  written  agreement.  Sir  WHliam 
Grant  there  says,  "  It  has  been  ruled  that  it  is  not 
open  to  a  plaintiff  to  alter  or  correct  the  terms  of  a 
written  agreement  by  parol.    But  it  has  never  been 

deter- 

(a)  14  Vet.Sl9. 
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determined  that  a  defendant  may  not  set  up  a  parol     ^  18S4. 
engagement  in  opposition  to  a  plaintiff  who,  haYing 
entered  into  it,  seeks  to   have  a  written  agreement 
spedfically  performed  independently  of  it." 

The  Lord  Chanceixor  said,  be  was  so  clearly  of 
opinion  that  the  decision  of  the  court  below,  upon  both 
points,  was  right,  that  he  should  not  call  upon  the  counsel 
for  the  Respondent  to  reply.  The  agreements  for  the 
sale  and  purchase  of  the  respective  estates  by  each  of 
the  parties,  though  contained  in  the  sane  instrument, 
were  manifestly  distinct  and  several  agreements,  which 
were  wholly  independent  of  each  other.  Except  the 
mere  accidental  circumstances,  that  the  agreements  were 
written  on  the  same  piece  of  stamped  paper*  and  attested 
by  a  single  witness,  there  was  nothing  to  connect  the  two 
transactions.  The  estates  were  not  conterminous  in 
point  of  situation,  nor  connected  in  point  of  enjoyment; 
they  were  wholly  sevend  in  point  of  title,  and  so  little 
ground  was  there,  upon  the  ftce  of  the  transaction,  for 
the  allegation  that  the  contract  was  founded  upon  the 
basis  of  an  exchange,  that  the  value  of  one  estate  was 
nearly  one  third  greater  than  that  of  the  other. 

There  was  tfab  peculiarity,  which  distinguished  the 

present  case  from  most  of  the  cases  bearing  upon  this 

subject,  such  as  Poole  v.  Skergold  (a),  Knatchbull  v.  Gn^ 

her  (i),  Dattjf  v.  Ptdlen  {c\  Price  v.  Price  (d),  Casamajor 

V.  Strode  {e\  that,  whereas,  in  those  and  similar  cases, 

the  question  was  between  a  vendor  on  the  one  side,  and 

a  purchaser  on  the  other,  in  this  case,  each  of  the  parties 

filled  at  the  same  time  the  character  both  of  seller 

and 

(a)  ^Bro.  a  C.  1 18.  and  1  Cmt,         (e)  5  Sim.  S9. 
t73.  (<0  1  Sim.  4r  Stu.  5S6. 

(S)  3  Mer.  1 84.  (e)  2  Swan.  34  7. 
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18S4.  and  buyer.  Questions  had  been  raised  in  some  of  the 
cases  referred  toy  whether  the  purchaser  of  several  lots 
was  bound  to  take  some  lots  to  which  a  good  title  could 
be  made,  where  there  were  other  lots  to  which  a  good 
title  could  not  be  made ;  but  there  was  no  case  which 
afforded  any  colour  for  the  proposition,  that  a  purchaser 
could  be  let  off  from  his  contract  as  to  one  estate,  because 
he  was  unable  to  complete  a  contract  which  he  had  entered 
into  with  the  vendor  for  the  sale  of  another  estate.  Cases 
might  undoubtedly  be  supposed,  in  which  two  trans- 
actions might  be  so  complicated  together  that,  when 
they  were  made  the  subject  of  contract  in  one,  or  even 
in  two  difierent  instruments,  a  purchase  by  one  party 
should  not  be  binding,  unless  a  sale  to  the  vendor  should 
also  be  completed.  Where  two  estates  were  contermin- 
ous, or  where  there  was  a  mixed  use  and  enjoyment  of 
the  estates,  as  in  the  case  of  one  of  the  parties  having  an 
easement  over  the  property  of  the  other,  a  contract  de- 
pending upon  such  mutuality  as  to  sale  on  one  side  and 
purchase  upon  the  other  might  well  exist;  but  there 
were  no  such  circumstances  in  the  present  case. 

Wliat  efiect  the  extrinsic  evidence  tendered  by  the 
Defendant  in  the  court  below  might,  if  admitted,  have 
had  in  explaining  the  intention  of  the  parties,  it  was  un- 
necessary to  consider;  because  he  was  clearly  of  opinion 
that  such  evidence  was  not  admissible.  It  had  been 
argued  that,  although  evidence  of  matter  dehors  was  not 
admissible  for  the  purpose  of  raising  an  equity,  it  might 
be  given  for  the  purpose  of  rebutting  an  equity,  and  that, 
therefore,  it  was  competent  to  the  defendant  in  a  suit 
for  specific  performance  to  avail  himself  of  such  evidence, 
though  it  was  not  competent  to  the  plaintiff  to  do  so. 
The  distinction  was  sound  within  certain  limits,  and 
within  those  limits  the  rule  might  be  safely  adopted. 
Parol  evidence  of  matter  collateral  to  the  agreement 

might 
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might  be  received,  but  no  evidence  of  matter  dehors  was  1884. 
admissible  to  alter  the  terms  and  substance  of  the  con« 
tract  In  Clarke  v.  Grant  (a),  the  parol  evidence  ad- 
mitted was  of  a  stipulation  entered  into  by  the  defendant 
prior  to,  and  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  execution 
of  the  agreement  There  was  an  express  promise,  on 
the  part  of  the  pUintiffs,  antecedent  to  the  execution 
of  the  agreement;  and  *^but  for  that  promise/'  observes 
Sir  William  Grants  ^*  the  agreement  would  probably 
never  have  been  made."  It  was  observable,  moreover, 
that  the  stipulation  of  which  parol  evidence  was  admitted 
in  that  case  did  not  seek  to  vary  the  substance  of  the 
agreement;  on  the  contrary,  it  was  a  stipulation  that 
**  such  alteration  should  be  made  in  the  memorandum  of 
agreement  as  should  be  consistent  with,  and  agreeable 
to  the  substance  thereof."  In  the  present  case,  the 
purpose  for  which  the  parol  evidence  was  tendered  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  was,  not  to  e^orce  a  collateral 
stipulation,  but  to  shew  that  the  transaction  was  con- 
ducted on  the  basis  of  an  exchange;  a  circumstance 
which,  if  true,  was  totally  at  variance  with  the  language 
and  plain  import  of  the  instrument.  Nothing  could  be 
more  dangerous,  than  to  admit  such  evidence;  for  if  the 
agreement  between  the  parties  were  in  fact  conducted 
upon  the  basis  of  an  exchange,  why  was  the  instrument 
so  drawn  as  to  suppress  the  real  nature  of  the  transaction  ? 
In  every  view  of  this  case,  his  Lordship  was  clearly  of 
opinion  that  the  decision  of  his  Honor  must  be  affirmed. 

{a)  14  Fm.  519. 
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^^ig  DUMMER  V.  PITCHER. 

Dee.  5.  16. 

PITCHER  V.  DUMMER. 

A  husband,       f^HOMAS  CASS,  who  was  then  possessed  of  8500/. 

before  making    j[ 

his  will,  trans.         four  per  cent  Bank  annuities,  and  20002.  nve  per 

II^J^^^^^  cent.  Bank  annuities,  standing  in  his  own  name,  in 
cent,  and  October  1811  and  Febman/  1818  transferred  those  re- 
stock Th«i  spectivc  sums  into  the  joint  names  of  himself  and  his 
forming  the  wife.  On  the  9th  otjufy  18H  he  made  his  will,  where- 
funded  pro-  ^y  ^®  beqneallied  bis  four  leasehold  houses  therein 

perty,  into  particularly  described,  ^  and  all  the  rents  and  proceeds 
the  joint  •^_-       ^.,^       «  ,         -iMi. 

names  of  him-  of  the  aforesaid  four  houses,  together  with  all  the  interest 

wife  °V"  is    ^^^  ™y  funded  property  or  estate  of  what  kind  soever, 

will  he  gare     or  wheresoever  the  same  or  any  pait  thereof  may  be 

^^ll^hold     found,"  to  Samuel  Dummer  and  WilUam  Thomas  Sweety 

houses  and       upon  trust  to  **  pay  tiie  net  rents  and  issues  of  the 

all  his  funded  ^fev^&id  four  houses  and  premises,  and  also  the  in- 

P«>P«"^^      terest,  proceeds,  and  profits  of  all  my  funded  property, 

soever  kind,     and  all  my  estate  of  whatsoever  kind,"  as  the  same 

Kfe"for^'''  should  become  due,  to  his  wife  Mary  Cass,  for  her  own 

life,  and,  after  sole  use  and  benefit  for  her  life.     The  testator  pro- 

upon^tt^to   ceeded  to  give  to  his  nephew  Josej^  Pitcher,  senior, 

nay  divers        after  the  decease  of  bis  wife,  **  the  sum  of  3061.  stock 

4^  cent.       four  per  cent.,"   together  with  one  of  his  leasehold 

stock,  the  houses ; 

aggregate 

amount  of  which  fell  short  h}r  50/.  only  of  the  amount  of  stock  of  that  description, 
so  formerly  transferred  by  him.  He  afterwards  made  some  further  purchases  of 
5  per  cent  stock,  taking  the  transfers  in  the  joint  names  of  himself  and  his  wife, 
and  died  in  her  lifedme,  leaving  no  funded  property  except  the  4  per  cents,  and 
5  per  cents,  before  mentioned ;  exclusive  of  which,  his  assets  were  wholly  insuf- 
ficient to  pay  his  legacies :  Held,  first,  that  all  the  sums  of  stock  then  standing  in 
the  joint  names  of  the  husband  and  wife,  and  whether  transferred  before  or  after 
the  date  of  his  will,  became,  by  survivorship,  the  absolute  property  of  the  wife ; 
secondly,  that  the  will  did  not  purport  to  dispose  of  the  stock  in  terms  sufiiciently 
distinct  and  explicit  to  put  the  wife  to  her  election. 
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houses;  to  his  nephew  Joaegk  Pitcher^  jun«  ^^  the  sum  18S9. 
of  300/.  stock  four  per  cents.;"  to  his  great-nephew 
WiUiam  Pitcher^  *<  the  sum  of  SOOl.  stock  four  per 
cents;"  to  his  great*niece  Mary  Bogfden  BeviSf  ^'  the 
sum  of  SOQA  stock  four  per  cents. ;"  to  his  niece  Mtiry 
Buren^  '*  the  sum  of  2QtiL  stock  four  per  cents. ;"  to  his 
niece  Sarak  Giddings^  **  the  sum  of  200L  stock  four  per 
cents ;''  to  his  sister  in  law  Margaret  Wdb%  *<  the  sum 
of  200/.  stock  four  per  cents. ;"  to  his  two  sisters-in-law 
Jnn  Morton  and  Margaret  Webb^  an  annuity  of  50A 
each,  to  be  paid  them  out  of  his  estate  by  half  yearly 
payments  of  2SU  to  each  of  them,  and  the  survivor  of 
them  to  have  the  whole  annuity  of  100/. ;  and  after  the 
death  of  both  his  sbters-in-law,  the  testator  directed 
that  one  moiety  of  the  principal  sum  of  2000/.  from 
which  the  annuity  of  100/.  proceeded^  should  be  given 
to  the  children  of  his  niece  Mary  Ann  Dummerf  or 
their  heirgi  share  and  share  alike^  and  the  other  moiety 
of  the  aforesaid  principal  sum  of  2000/.  to  the  children 
of  his  n^pbew  Josepk  Pitcher,  senior,  by  his  first  wife, 
share  and  share  alike,  or  to  their  heirs  in  like  manner* 
The  testator  also  gave  ^^  the  sum  of  500/.  stock  four  per 
cents."  to  his  great-nephew  Thomas  Cass  Pitcher,  with 
a  proviso  that  if  Thomas  Cass  Pitcher  should  die  single 
or  without  issuer  the  said  sum  of  500/.  should  be  equally 
divided  between  I^omas  Cass  Pitcher's  two  brothers  and 
his  sister,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  or 
their  heirs  or  assigns.  He  also  gave  to  his  niece  Maty 
Ann  Dwnrner,  another  of  his  leasehold  houses  after  the 
death  of  his  wife  Mary  Casss  to  his  brother-in-law 
Bkhard  Wdb,  **  the  sum  of  100/.  four  per  cents,  f 
to  his  godson  Thomas  George  Lafw,  **  the  sum  of  SOL 
stock  four  per  cents. ;"  to  his  trustees  the  sum  of  200/. 
upon  trust  for  the  benefit  of  a  chari^  school  in  South 
Street  {  and  he  gave  the  sum  of  100/.,  to  be  paid  out  of 
bis  personal  estate,  to  a  charity  school  at  KnightAridge. 

S  4  His 
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1833.  His  two  other  leasehold  honses,  with  all  his  household 
goods  and  furnitore,  he  directed  to  be  sold,  aod  the  sum 
of  50/.  to  be  retained  by  each  of  his  trustees,  out  of  the 
proceeds,  for  their  trouble  in  the  execution  of  the  trust. 
AU  the  rest,  residue^  and  remainder  of  his  estate  not 
before  willed,  he  gave  to  the  aforesaid  Thomas  Cass 
Pitcher  and  Maty  Jnn  Dumrner^  whom  he  appointed 
his  executor  and  executrix. 

Subsequently  to  the  execution  of  his  will,  and  in  the 
months  of  November  1814,  July  1815,  and  May  1816 
respectively,  Thomas  Cass  made  three  further  purchases 
of  five  per  cent,  stock,  in  sums  of  200/.,  100/.,  and  lOOL 
respectively,  all  of  which  he  caused  to  be  transferred 
into  the  names  of  himself  and  his  wife  jointly.  He 
died  in  the  month  of  September  1817.  At  that  time  his 
personal  estate,  exclusive  of  the  before^mentioned  sums 
of  stock,  all  of  which  were  then  standing  in  the  joint 
names  of  himself  and  his  wife,  was  of  very  inconsider- 
able value;  together  with  those  sums  it  was  not  more 
than  sufficient  to  pay  his  funeral  and  testamentary  ex* 
penses,  his  debts  and  legacies,  and  to  satisfy  the  trusts 
of  his  will. 

Upon  the  death  of  T7iomas  CasSy  his  widow  was  let 
into  possession  of  the  four  leasehold  houses,  the  rents  of 
which  she  continued  to  enjoy  till  the  leases  severally 
expired.  In  the  year  1824  she,  by  sale  of  a  portion 
of  the  4  per  cents.,  rmsed  the  sum  of  500/.,  and  paid  it 
over  to  Thomas  Cass  Pitcher j  who  thereupon  gave  her 
his  promissory  note,  payable  on  demand,  to  secure  that 
sum,  with  interest  at  4  per  cent.  In  January  1830 
Mrs.  Cass  died,  leaving  a  will ;  by  which  she  made  Mary 
Ann  Dummer  her  general  legatee,  and  appointed 
Samuel  Dummer  her  sole  executor.  At  her  death  all 
the  before-mentioned  sums  of  stock,  except  that  portion 

of 
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of  the  4  per  cent  stock  which  she  had  sold  out,  re*  1883. 

mained  standinir  in  the  joint  names  of  herself  and  her  ^_,~  -  ^  ^ 

hite  husband.  v. 


PXTCBBft. 


The  original  bill  was  filed  by  the  personal  represent- 
ative and  residuary  legatee  of  Mofy  Cass,-  and  it  prayed 
that  the  stock  standing  in  the  joint  names  of  her  and 
her  husband  might  be  declared  to  have  become  her 
absolute  property  by  survivorship,  and  not  to  be  subject 
to  the  trnsts  of  her  husband's  will. 

THomas  Cass  Pitcher^  by  a  cross  bill,  sought  to  have 
it  declared  that  the  funded  property,  as  well  the  stock 
purchased  before  as  after  the  date  of  the  testator's  will, 
was  assets  for  the  payment  of  his  legacies;  or,  if  it 
survived  to  the  widow,  that  she  was  bound  to  elect,  and 
had  elected,  to  take  under  the  wilL 

The  Vioe-Chancellor  having  decided  that  the  stock 
survived  to  the  widow  absolutely,  and  that  she  was  not 
put  to  her  election  (tf ),  TTiomas  Cass  Pitcher  appealed 
from  that  decision. 

Sir  £.  Sugden  and  Mr.  James  Russettf  for  the  Plaintiffi 
in  the  original  bill,  and  in  support  of  the  decree. 

Two  questions  are  raised  upon  this  appeal.  First, 
whether  the  sums  of  stock  standing  in  the  joint  names 
of  the  husband  and  wife  at  his  death  became  vested  in 
the  wife  by  survivorship  for  her  own  absolute  use,  or 
merely  as  a  trustee  for  the  estate  of  her  husband ;  and, 
secondly,  supposing  the  former  construction  to  be 
correct,  whether  the  will  put  the  wife  to  her  election. 

Upon 

(a)  5  Sim.  35.,  where  the  will  and  the  facts  of  the  case  are  stated 
more  at  large. 
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18SS.  Upon  the  firat  point  k  is  enough  to  obserre,  that  the 

very  object  of  a  joint  investmeat  <tf  thb  description  is  to 
make  the  survivor  the  absolate  owner  of  the  fund;  that, 
at  law,  such  an  act  has  this  efiect,  and  that,  in  order  to 
tttldct  the  survivor  with  a  trust,  it  is  indispensable  to 
shew  declanatioos  of  die  party  by  whom  the  investment 
,  is  made  sufficiently  dear  to  clothe  the  property  in  the 
hands  of  the  I^al  owner  with  the  alleged  trust     As 
evidence  for  tliis  purpose,  nothing  short  of  contempo^ 
raneous  acts  or  declarations  can  be  admitted ;  Marias 
V.  Franklin,  (a)     In  the  present  case  it  is  not  asserted, 
fiir  less  is  it  proved,   that  the  husband  at  any  time 
entertained  an  intention  of  affecting  this  stock  with  a 
trust    Tlie  probability,  like  the  presumption  of  law,  is 
strongly  the  other  way.    The  only  known  &ct  is,  that 
the  bulk  of  the  stock  in  question  was  transferred  by  the 
husband  from  his  own  name  into  those  of  himsdf  and  his 
wife  jointly ;  and  that,  as  to  some  small  portions  of  it  which 
be  purchased  subsequently  he  took  the  transfers  in  the 
same  form.     Even  assuming  it  to  be  cartain  that  the 
stock  or  its  purchase-money  was  originally  entirely  the 
husband's,  still  such  a  transfer  would  operate  as  an  ad- 
vancement to  the  wife ;  Murless  v.  Franklin^  Rider  v. 
Kidder,  {b)    After  that  transfer  took  place,  the  husband 
could  no  longer  transfix  or  dispose  of  it  without  her 
consent  and  co-operation,  and  by  his  death  the  property 
survived  to  her,  and  was  placed,  as  he  unquestionably 
intended,  at  her  absolute  disposal. 

Upon  the  second  point,  (the  'only  point  which  the 
Appellant  seriously  contested  in  the  Court  below,) 
namely,  whether  there  is  enough  on  the  face  of  this 
will  to  raise  a  case  of  election,  it  is  necessary  to  examine 

with 

(ff)  I  Swan.  IJ.  {Jb)  10  re#.560.;  and  see  Crabb 

yr.CrM,lAfylne4r£cen,Si\. 
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with  minute  attention  the  pailioalar  frame  and  language        1853. 
of  the  wliole  inatrament.    The  clauae  in  which  die 
testator  gives  his  residuarj  estate  to  his  widow  for  life 
imder  the  expression,  ^  the  interest  of  ail  my  fonded 
property  or  estate  of  whatsoever  kiadi'*  does  not  amooot 
to  a  specific  gift  of  any  property  whatever ;  Parroit  v. 
WorsfbkL  (a)    It  is  merely  a  general  residuary  bequest, 
and  so  the  Vioe-Chancellor  considered  it   There  is  not^ 
in  factf  a  single  specific  bequest  in  any  part  of  this  will; 
subject  to  the  wife's  life  interest,  die  whole  of  the  re- 
siduary property  is  disposed  of  in  general  pecuniary 
bequests.     It  is  quite  indiflferent  to  the  character  of  a 
l^acyi  whether  it  be  of  pounds  sterling  or  of  so  muoh 
stock ;  a  gift  by  will  o(SOOL  sterling,  and  of  ^  a  sum  c^ 
360^.  stock  4  per  oents^'  (the  expression  used  by  the 
testator,)  are  equally  pecuniary  l^;acies ;  Boper  on  Le^ 
gacies.(b)    But,  in  order  to  put  the  widow  to  electa 
the  Appellant  must  shew  that  there  are,  in  this  wfll, 
words  which    purport   specifically  to  dispose  of  the 
identical  stock  in  questicm.    No  such  words,  however, 
ean  be  found.    The  bequest  of  the  testator's  ftinded 
property,  a  bequest  of  which  tbe  terms  would  have  passed 
whatever  he  had  possessed  at  the  time  of  his  decease, 
and,  therefore,  a  mere  general  bequest,  can  with  no  pro- 
priety be  construed  n  applymg  to  stock  which  stood  in 
the  joint  names  of  himself  and  his  wife,  and  which 
could  not,  with  any  correctness  of  speech,  be  described 
as  his  funded  property.     The  testator,  after  the  ex.- 
ecution  of  his  will,  bought  three  other  sums  of  stock, 
which  were  by  his  directions  transferred,  as  the  former 
stock  had  been,  into  his  own  name  and  his  wife's 
jointly.     It  is  clear  that  he  could  not  have  intended  to 
include  those  later  purchases  under  the  description  of 
his  funded  property ;  for,  at  the  date  of  his  will,  he  had 

not 

(a)  1  J,  4>  W,  5^4.  (4)  Vol.  i.  ch.  3.  sec.  5.  p.  179. 2d  edit. 
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18SS.  not  acquired  them,  and  of  course  they  could  not  then 
be  within  his  contemplation.  He  might,  indeed,  have 
easily  prevented  them  from  becoming  his  wifie^s  by 
taking  the  transfers  in  his  own  name  alone;  but  that 
would  have  defeated  his  object,  which  was,  that  they, 
like  the  larger  sums  previously  standing  to  the  joint 
account,  should  vest  by  survivorship  in  his  widow  for 
her  absolute  use. 

So  much  upon  the  will  itself.  It  is  perfectly  dear, 
from  the  language  of  Lord  Eldon  in  Doe  v.  Chichester  {a\ 
and  from  the  decision  of  Sir  W.  Grant  in  Jones  v. 
T\u:ker{Jb)j  that  the  Court  will  direct  no  inquiry  into  the 
state  of  the  property,  because  no  evidence  on  that  subject 
can  be  admitted  in  aid  of  the  construction.  And  if  such 
be  the  law  in  cases  relative  to  the  execution  of  powers, 
a  fortiori  must  it  be  the  law  in  a  question  touching  the 
operation  of  a  will  upon  a  subject-matter  in  which  the 
testator  possessed  neither  property  nor  power.  Upon 
a  question  of  election,  indeed,  it  is  settled  that  the 
Court  is  not  entitled  to  look  beyond  the  four  comers 
of  the  instrument;  Brodie  v.  Barry  {c\  fVebb  v.  Hon' 
nor.{d) 

The  Attorney-General  (Sir  W.  Home),  Mr.  Bligh,  and 
Mr.  lUidatt,  for  the  Appellant,  Thomas  Cass  Pitcher. 

The  question  whether  the  widow  did  or  did  not  take 
the  stock  as  a  trustee,  is  one  that  depends  partly  upon 
the  acts  done  by  the  husband  with  reference  to  the  stock, 
and  partly  on  the  subsequent  conduct  of  the  parties  as 
explanatory  of  their  intentions.  The  mere  act  of  trans- 
ferring the  fund  from  his  own  name  into  that  of  his  wife 
jointly  with  his  effected  no  change  in  the  property ;  till 

the 

(a)  4  Dow.  65.  (c)  2V,^  B.  1«7. 

{b)  S  Mer.  553.  {d)  1  J.  ^  W.3SS. 
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the  day  of  his  death  he  retained  the  endre  dominion  18S3. 
over  it;  be  might  have  sold,  retransferred,  or  otherwise 
disposed  of  it  at  any  moment,  so  that  the  ownership 
remained  virtually  unaltered;  and  his  subsequent  deal* 
ings  with  the  stock,  the  manner  in  which  he  treated  it 
in  his  will,  and  the  form  in  which  the  transfers  of  the 
later  purchases  were  taken,  abundantly  prove  that  till 
the  last  hour  of  his  life  the  testator  fully  believed  and 
understood  that  the  stock  never  ceased  to  be  his.  During 
hb  life,  therefore,  the  legal  as  well  as  the  equitable  interest 
in  it  continued  to  be  vested  in  him ;  and  the  instant  he 
died,  his  will  operated  as  a  binding  declaration  of  trust 
upon  the  widow,  upon  whom  by  survivorship  the  legal 
ownership  devolved.  The  whole  of  Mrs.  Cojs's  beha- 
viour after  her  husband's  death  was  strictly  consistent 
with  the  same  understanding,  in  which  it  would  seem  she 
fully  concurred.  She  was  content  to  receive  the  yearly 
dividends  of  the  stock,  in  which  under  the  will  she  took 
a  life  interest,  without  attempting  to  touch  the  principal 
itself;  she  recognized  the  appellant's  claim  to  a  portion 
of  that  stock  as  one  of  her  husband's  legatees,  and  as  a 
matter  of  accommodation  to  him,  entered  into  an  ar- 
rangement for  enabling  him  to  anticipate  the  enjoyment 
of  his  legacy;  and  in  the  will  by  which  she  disposed  of 
her  fortune  she  made  not  the  slightest  allusion  or  re- 
ference to  any  property  derived  from  her  husband. 
Murless  v.  Franklin  {a)  was  the  case  of  an  advancement 
of  children,  where  the  presumption  drawn  by  courts  of 
equity  from  a  purchase  made  by  a  father  in  their  names  is 
founded  on  the  notion,  that  the  father  means  thereby  to 
advance  those  for  whom  both  the  natural  amj  municipal 
law  require  him  to  provide.  If  therefore  the  legal  estate 
be  conveyed,  as  the  father  conveyed  it  in  Murless  v. 
Franklin^  to  a  child,  the  inference  is,  unless  it  be  rebutted 

by 
[a)  1  Swan.  13. 
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1838.  by  eontemporaneotts  evidence,  that  the  beneficial  interest 
is  intended  to  pass  also.  But  Muriess  ▼.  H^anklin  can 
hate  no  application  here ;  for  here  the  haaband  continued 
from  the  time  of  the  transfers  down  till  his  decease  to  be 
the  l^al  owner  of  the  property ;  and  all  hb  acts  with 
respect  to  it,  and  among  others  his  disposition  of  it  by 
will,  prove  incontestably  that  he  asserted  and  meant  to 
exercise  all  the  rights  of  ownership  over  it.  Of  this  the 
evidence  is  ample ;  and  (although  that  would  not  be  indis* 
pensable  in  a  case  like  the  present),  it  must  also  be 
deemed  contemporaneous^  since  it  relates  to  &cts  and 
transactions  which  took  place  while  Mr.  Cass  was  the 
legal  owner  of  the  stock,  and  before^  by  his  decease,  it 
vested  in  his  wife. 

Upon  the  second  point,  it  is  impossible  to  doubt 
that  the  testator  affected  to  dispose  of  the  stock  in 
question  by  his  will.  The  gift  to  the  widow  for  her  life 
is  not  an  ordinary  pecuniary  bequest;  neither  is  it  a 
general  bequest  of  money  in  the  funds.  It  is  a  gift  of 
<*  all  my  funded  property,''  in  language  which  accord- 
ing to  the  authorities  amounts  to  a  specific  legacy.  The 
same  pnqperty  which  is  bequeathed  to  the  widow  for  life 
is,  upcm  her  decease,  allotted  and  parcelled  out  among  a 
great  number  of  legatees;  the  total  of  the  4  per  cent 
stock  legacies  which  are  thus  given,  fell  short  by  502. 
only  of  exhausting  the  exact  amount  of  that  species  of 
stock  standing  in  the  joint  names  of  the  husband  and 
wife ;  and  it  is  admitted  that  the  testator  had  no  other. 
In  like  manner  the  annuity  to  the  testator's  sister-in-law, 
followed  by  the  gift  over  of  the  principal  sum  of  2000/. 
out  of  which  that  annuity  proceeded,  referred  beyond  a 
doubt  to  the  2000/;  Navy  5  per  cents,  which  were  stand- 
ing on  a  similar  joint  account  The  natural  and  neces- 
sary inference  is,  that  the  funded  property  given  to  the 
wife,  and  the  stock  given  afterwards  to  the  legatees  over 

are 
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are  the  same  identical  subject-matter;  and  the  fiomier     ^  18?'^. 
bequest  being  certainly  specific,  the  latter  must  be  specific 
likewise. 

Upon  the  point  of  election,  it  is  unquestkmaUe 
that  evidence  may  be  adduced  with  respect  to  the 
state  of  the  testator's  property;  Pok  ▼•  Lord  Somen  (a), 
Pulienetf  v.  Lord  Darlington  (b) :  and  where  specific  be- 
quests are  given,  the  Court,  frequently  for  its  own  satis- 
faction, directs  inquiries  for  the  purpose  of  ascertain- 
ing what  property  the  testator  possessed  at  the  date  of 
his  will,  or  the  time  of  bis  death,  capable  of  answer- 
ing those  bequests*  Indeed,  such  inquiries  are  indis- 
pensable where  the  existence  or  nature  of  the  thing 
given  is  disputed.  Here,  however,  it  is  admitted  that 
there  is  not,  and  never  was,  any  funded  proper^  upon 
which  the  will  could  operate,  except  those  sums  of 
stock  which,  at  the  death  of  Mr.  Ctss,  were  standing  in 
^he  joint  names  of  himself  and  his  wife;  and,  having 
that  fact  undisputed,  we  are  content  rather  to  rely  upon 
the  construction  of  the  instrument  itself  than  upon  the 
result  of  any  inquiry,  or  the  aid  of  extrinsic  evidence. 

Upon  the  whole  it  is  submitted,  that  this  will  manifests 
a  plain  and  unambiguous  intent  to  dispose  of  the  fund  in 
question;  that  the  testator  never  could  have  given  the 
legacies  of  his  funded  property  to  his  wife,  and  of  the 
sums  in  4  per  cent  stock  to  the  legatees  over,  unless  he 
had  meant  those  legacies  to  be  satisfied  out  of  the  stock 
which  he  had  transferred,  and  which  was  then  standing 
to  the  joint  account;  that  the  widow,  by  not  touching  the 
fended  property,  and  not  referring  to  it  in  her  will, 
shewed  that  she  considered  herself  as  a  mere  trustee; 
but  if  she  was  not,  upon  the  face  of  the  will  coupled 

with 

(a)  6  Fe§.509.  (6)  Cited  2  Fet.  jun.  531.  and  6  Fes.  591. 
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18dS«  with  her  own  conduct,  to  be  considered  as  bdding  the 
property  in  trust,  then  that  she  was  bound  to  elect,  and 
that  by  enjoying  as  she  did  the  rents  of  the  leasehold 
houses  while  she  lived,  she  has  elected  to  take  the  bene- 
fits given  her  by  the  will. 

Sir  E.  Sugden^  in  reply. 


Dee.  16.  The  LoRD  Chancellor  stated  the  substance  of  the 

will,  and  observed  that  the  all^^tion  in  the  cross  bill, 
whereby  it  was  represented  that  the  advance  of  500/., 
made  to  T'homas  Cass  Pitcher  by  the  widow  on  his 
promissory  note,  was  an  arrangement  entered  into 
between  them  for  payment  of  the  legacy  which  he 
claimed  to  be  entitled  to  under  the  testator's  will,  was 
not  supported  by  any  evidence;  and  that  the  mere 
giving  of  the  note  precluded  such  a  supposition,  if  it 
rested  on  suggestion  merely,  inasmuch  as  the  sums  did 
not  tally,  the  legacy  being  a  sum  of  500/.  4  per  cent- 
stock,  while  the  loan  was  of  500/.  sterling.  His  Lord* 
ship  then  proceeded  as  follows :  — 

I  agree  with  the  opinion  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  upon 
both  points.  When  an  individual  effects  a  purchase  of 
stock  in  the  joint  names  of  himself  and  his  child,  or  of 
himself  and  his  wife,  the  transaction  cannot  of  itself  be 
considered  as  converting  these  parties  into  trustees, 
quoad  their  interest,  for  the  purchaser  whose  money  has 
paid  the  price  of  the  stock.  With  respect  to  a  child 
this,  I  think,  is  admitted.  But  it  is  said  that  the  case 
of  advancement  to  a  child  rests  upon  the  peculiarity  of 
the  relation,  and  that  the  exception  shall  not  be  extended 
to  the  wife-  That  distinction,  however,  is  not  supported 
by  the  authorities.    Lord  Eldon^   who,   in   Bider  v. 

Kidder, 
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Kidder  {a\  had  only  expressed  the  inclination  of  his  1833. 
opinion,  saying,  that  the  relation  *'  would,  perhaps,  prevail 
also  in  favour  of  a  wife,''  had,  apparently,  no  doubt  at 
all  in  Wilde  v.  Wilde  (i),  where  his  Lordship  said,  that 
if  a  hustiand  purchased  stock  in  the  joint  names  of 
himself  and  his  wife,  it  was  prima  facie  a  gift  to  her  in 
the  event  of  her  surviving,  unless  evidence  of  contem- 
poraneous acts,  shewing  a  contrary  intention,  were 
produced.  Lord  HardwicJce^  too,  in  Stileman  v.  Ash^' 
donon  {c\  though  he  expresses  an  opinion  that  the 
doctrine  in  favour  of  advancement  of  children  had  gone 
quite  far  enough,  refers  to  the  case  of  Christ's  Hospital 
V.  Budgin  {d)f  for  another  purpose,  indeed,  but  with  the 
full  view  of  the  favour  therein  shewn  to  the  wife  as 
against  volunteers  or  the  heir-at-law,  and  without  any 
disapproval  of  Lord  Harcourfs  decision,  a  part  of  which 
he  makes  the  groundwork  of  his  own.  It  is  almost 
unnecessary  to  add,  that  where,  as  is  the  case  here  with 
respect  to  the  bulk  of  the  stock,  the  whole  standing  in 
the  joint  names  at  the  date  of  the  will,  the  transfer  into 
the  joint  names  is  a  transfer  of  sums  previously  standing 
in  the  owner's  own  name,  the  presumption  of  intention 
to  give  is  considerably  stronger.  Indeed,  in  George  v. 
Howard  and  the  Bank  of  England  {e)y  Chief  Baron 
Richards  expressed  an  opinion,  that  such  a  circumstance 
would  be  sufficient  in  the  case  of  a  stranger. 

It  was  further  contended,  that  the  circumstance  of 
the  testator's  power  over  this  chose  in  action  continuing 
after  the  transfer  and  up  to  his  death  differs  this  from  the 

case 

{a)  10  Vet,  360.  stated  in  the  note  to  10  Va,  567. 

(&)  5l8t  JWjf  1825,  cited  in  2d  edit. 

1  Rop.  H.  4*  W.  Jacob^t  edit  p.  (c)  9  Atk.  477. 

54.   So  also  Lormer  v.  Lorimer,  (d)  3  Fern,  685. 

decided  by  Sir  J,  Leach,  Vice-  (e)  7  Price,  646. 
Chancellor,  1  Ith  Nov.  1822,  and 

Vol.  IL    .  T 


f74  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

case  of  advancement  to  a  child.  Bat  there  ia  a  great 
fallacy  berey  as  it  seems  to  me.  The  testator's  power 
may  have  continued,  bat  in  what  cs|>acitj  ?  As  basband^ 
and  in  the  exercise  of  his  marital  right  Then,  suppose 
it  to  be  admitted  that  he  might  have  reduced  the  stock 
(a  chpse  in  action)  into  possession  by  having  had  it 
re*transferred  into  his  own  name  during  his  Ufetime^ 
still  th^  argument  is  not  at  all  advanced,  for  it  is  not 
pretended  that  any  thing  was  done  after  the  first 
transfer,  the  stock  standing  in  the  joint  names  at  the 
date  of  the  will,  and  at  the  death  of  the  testator.  The 
husband  makes  the  will,  which  is  said,  indeed,  not  to 
relate  to  the  stock.  But  suppose,  with  a  view  to  this 
part  of  the  argument,  we  were  to  admit  that  it  did ;  the 
wife's  right  would  survive  nevertheless.  I  have  no 
doubt  whatever,  therefore,  that  the  stock  survived  to  the 
wife;  and  then  tjie  second  question  arises,  with  respect 
to  her  election. 

There  is  notbipg  more  undoubted  in  the  law  than 
that  to  make  a  case  of  election  the  intention  must 
appear  certainly  and  dearly,  both  as  to  the  property 
assumed  to  be  disposed  of,  and  as  to  the  implied  condi- 
tion to  be  fulfilled.  A  person  i^  not,  without  strong 
indications  of  such  an  intent,  to  be  understood  as 
dealing  with  what  does  qot  belong  to  him.  As  for  his 
supposing  himself  to  have  rights  which  he  had  not, 
iinless  that  appears  plainly  upon  the  face  of  the  will,  it 
would  be  most  dangerous  tp  be  guided  by  any  conjecture 
that  may  be  raised  to  this  effect,  or  to  let  in  extrinsic 
evidence  in  proof  of  it.  "  If  I  was  to  receive  evidence 
of  the  testator's  fancy,  it  would  introduce  a  very  despe- 
rate rule  of  property  in  this  Court"  These  were  the 
words  of  Lord  Thurlow  in  a  case  {a)  where,  nevertheless, 

he 
{«)  Siratton  v.  Best,  1  Vet.  jun.  285. 
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be  stated  that  he  had  no  doubt  of  the  answer  which  the  IdSS. 
testator  would  have  given,  if  the  question  had  been  put 
to  him  as  to  his  intention.  I  do  not>  however,  feel  that 
I  am  here  called  up<»i  to  determine  whether  or  not 
evidence  dehon  the  will  is  admissible  in  explanation  of 
the  testator^s  meaning,  for  the  purpose  of  raising  a  case 
of  deotion*  Tliere  is  some  discrepancy  among  the 
Cflsesy  one  or  two  of  them  not  being  reconcilable  with 
the  others,  or,  I  may  add,  with  the  established  principles 
of  the  law.  But  referring  to  those  others,  and  to  the 
observations  of  Lord  Kenyon  in  Andrews  v.  Emmot  (a), 
and  of  Lord  Eidon  in  Druce  v.  Denison  (&),  Pole  v.  Lord 
Somers  (c)  in  this  Court,  and  in  Doe  v.  Chichester  {d)  in 
the  House  of  Lords,  I  entertain  the  strongest  opinion 
that  the  rules  of  law  are  against  its  admissibility.  Its  ad- 
mission here^  however,  would  not  decide  the  question. 

Has  the  Court  any  right  to  say,  upon  this  will,  that 
the  testator  has  given  the  stock,  which,  it  has  beeti 
proved,  was  not  his  own  to  dispose  of?  The  general 
gift  to  trustees,  after  specifying  the  leaseholds,  is  of  all 
the  interest  **  of  all  my  funded  property  or  estate,  of 
whatsoever  kind,  or  wheresoever  the  same  or  any  part 
thereof  may  be  found."  This  of  itself  is  sufficiently 
general,  and  extends  to  every  thing  else  as  well  as  to 
funded  property.  But  that  this  generality  was  clearly 
in  his  intention  is  equally  plain  from  the  whole  scope 
and  character  of  the  instrument,  as  from  the  particular 
lan^iage  of  the  gift  to  the  trustees*  The  will  begins 
by  bequeathing  the  several  leasehold  houses  therein 
described,  and  then  come  the  general  words  about 
fimded  and  other  property,  with  which  the  bequest 
concludes.    The  stock  legacies  are  all  general;  *Hhe 

sum 

(a)  2  Bro,  C.  C.  S97.  (c)  6  Vet.  309. 

(b)  6  Vet.  385.  \d)  4  Bwj.  65. 
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ISSS.  sum  of  so  much,"  and  "  such  a  stock,"  Thus  the  one 
in  question  is,  **  I  give  the  sum  of  500/.  4  per  cents,  to 
my  great-nephew ;"  and  if  be  die  single,  or  without 
issue,  the  said  sum  of  500/.  is  to  go  over  to  his 
brothers  and  sister. 

There  is  nothing  here  to  make  it  clear  that  the  tes- 
tator was  dealing  with  tlie  stock  already  purchased,  or 
which  should  thereafter  be  purchased.  On  the  contrary, 
the  legacy  is  plainly,  by  all  the  rules  on  the  subject,  a 
general  one.  But  it  is  contended,  that  in  deciding  upon 
the  character  of  the  ulterior  legacies,  the  Court  must 
refer  to  the  preceding  general  gift  to  the  trustees,  and 
to  the  life  interest  given  to  the  widow,  after  whose  de- 
cease those  l^acies  are  to  take  effect.  This  only  brings 
it  back  to  a  clause  of  a  nature  as  general, — '*  all  my 
funded  and  other  property."  There  is  nothing  to  jus- 
tify the  Court  in  holding  that  the  testator  thereby  in- 
tended to  give  what  was  not  his  own ;  namely,  the  stock 
in  which  his  wife  had  the  interest  by  survivorship,  not 
to  be  defeated  by  his  will.  Very  possibly  the  Court 
may  surmise,  as  Lord  Eldon  did  in  Jiidd  v.  Pratt  (a), 
that,  had  he  been  asked  the  question,  he  would  have 
said  that  the  stock  was  his,  and  that  he  intended  to  deal 
with  it  as  such.  But  he  has  not  made  that  intention 
clear  where  it  ought  to  be  shewn, — in  his  will. 

The  bearing  upon  this  question  of  the  cases  relative 
to  the  execution  of  powers  appears  to  be  all  one  way, 
if  regard  be  had  to  the  well-established  distinction  be- 
tween personal  and  real  estate.  Where  a  testator  has 
no  real  estate  save  the  one  comprised  in  the  power,  a 
general  devise  will  operate  as  an  execution,  on  the 
ground  that  there  is  no  other  way  of  satisfying  the 

words 
(a)  13  Vet.  168. 
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words  of  the  devise  except  by  supposing  the  devisor  to 
have  had  the  power  in  his  contemplation;  and  upon  that 
principle  Standai  v.  Standen  {a)  and  other  cases  were 
decided.  But  a  will  of  personal  estate  looks  forward  to 
the  testator's  death,  and  acts  upon  what  he  may  then 
have  as  well  as  on  what  he  has  at  the  date  of  the  will ; 
and,  therefore,  general  words,  thougli  large  enough  to 
cover  the  personalty  subject  to  the  power,  are  held  not 
to  be  an  execution  of  the  power ;  for  there  is  no  neces- 
sity, as  in  the  case  of  realty,  to  suppose  that  the  testator 
intendetl  to  execute  of  the  power  merely  because  he 
had  no  other  personalty  at  the  time :  he  must  be  taken 
to  have  looked  forward,  and  to  have  bequeathed  all  that 
his  will  can  affect.  These  points  are  so  well  established, 
that  one  is  only  apprehensive  of  seeming  to  consider 
them  as  unsettled  by  referring  to  the  cases,  all  of  which 
are  perfectly  clear  and  consistent,  from  Andrews  v.  Em- 
nua  {b)  downwards,  to  Jones  v.  Tucker  (c),  in  which  Sir 
WiUiam  Grant  admitted  that  there  could  be  no  reason- 
able doubt  of  the  intention  to  execute  the  power,  but  yet 
held  himself  bound  by  the  rules  of  law,  and  precluded 
from  looking  out  of  the  will  to  the  state  of  the  personal 
property  at  its  date. 
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In  this  instance  the  testator  may  have  intended  to  dis- 
pose of  personal  funds  to  be  afterwards  acquired;  and, 
therefore,  the  Court  is  not  driven  to  assume  that  he  was 
speaking  of  such  stock  as  stood  in  the  joint  names  of 
himself  and  his  wife  at  the  time  when  the  will  was  made* 


(a)  9ref.jun.569. 


(c)  2  Mer,  «55. 
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j^^^^  NORWAY  V.  NORWAY. 

A  penon  TN  this  case  a  person  who  was  named  a  trustee  in  a 
tee  in  a^lee(^  deed,  but  who  had  not  executed  that  deed  or  in  any 
who  decline    manner  accepted  the  trust,  and  who  by  his  answer  alto- 

o£Bce,  u  in       gether  declined  it,  had  been  made  a  Defendant  in  the  suit. 

the  situation 

of  any  other 

Defendant  A  question  was  made,  upon  the  bill  being  dismissed 

a^n  k  dhk°^   as  against  the  Defendant,  whether  he  was  entitled  to  his 

missed,  and      costs  as  between  solicitor  and  client ;  and  a  former  case 

hk  cwte  as^^  ot  Sherratt  v.  Bentley{a)  was  referred  to,  in  which  such 

between  party  costs  had  been  given, 
and  party.  ° 

It  was  stated  by  Mr.  Pemberton  that  the  case  referred 
to  could  not  be  considered  as  of  much  authority;  for  the 
question,  though  one  of  great  importance  in  practice, 
had  been  there  decided  afler  a  very  slight  discussion  at 
the  bar ;  and  as  the  objection  was  not  strongly  pressed, 
the  deliberate  attention  of  the  Court  had  not  been  called 
to  the  point. 

Mr.  Koe^  Mr.  Piggolt^  and  Mr.  Bigg^  for  difierent 
parties  in  the  cause. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Being  now  called  upon  to  give  a  formal  decision  upon 
this  point,  I  must  declare  that  a  person  named  as  trustee 
in  a  deed,  who  declines  to  accept  the  office,  is  in  the 
situation  of  any  other  Defendant  against  whom  a  bill  is 
dismissed ;  and  it  would  be  against  the  common  principle 
of  the  Court  that  he  should  have  his  costs  as  between 
solicitor  and  client. 

{a)  I  Rust.  4-  Myhe,  655. 
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18SS. 


MADDEFORD  o.  AUSTWICK.  »•»»• 

AUSTWICK  V.  MADDEFORD. 


"E^ROM  the  decrees  made  in  these  causes  by  Sir  John 
"^  Leack^  when  Vice-Chancellor,  an  appeal  was 
brought  by  Austmck^  the  Defendant  in  the  original,  and 
the  Plaintiff  in  the  cross  caase.  The  general  nature  of 
the  questions  raised  in  the  two  suits,  and  the  circum- 
stances out  of  which  they  arose,  are  stated  in  his  Honoris 
judgment,  which  is  reported  in  1  Simons,  p.  89. 


The  Lord  Chanc£X<lor  affirmed  both  the  decrees  of     ^^^  i^« 
the  Court  below. 
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1834. 


1834. 
Jan.  87.  51. 

It  is  con- 
sistent with 
the  practice 
of  the  Court, 
(though  such 
practice  is  in- 
convenient, 
and  may  re- 
quire to  be 
amended  by  a 
general  order,) 
that  an  ex 
parte  order, 
obtained  upon 
petition  at 
the  Rolls,  mav 
be  discharged 
upon  motion 
before  the 
Lord  Chan- 
cellor. 


EASTWOOD  V.  GLENTON. 

I^TR.  PEPYS  moyed  for  the  discharge  of  an  order 
"^^^  obtained  by  the  Defendant,  upon  petition  of 
course  at  the  Rolls,  for  the  taxation  of  his  solicitor's 
bill  of  costs. 

Mr.  Bethell  took  a  preliminary  objection  to  the  mo- 
tion, on  the  ground  that  an  order  made  by  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  upon  petition  could  not  be  discharged 
upon  motion  before  the  Lord  Chancellor.  The  r^ular 
course,  where  it  was  sought  to  discharge  an  order  for 
taxation  of  a  solicitor's  bill  of  costs  obtained  upon  a 
petition  of  course  at  the  Rolls,  was  to  present  a  petition 
for  that  purpose  to  the  Master  of  the  Rolls ;  and  upon 
such  petition,  where  affidavits  were  filed  on  botli  sides, 
with  the  view  of  going  into  the  merits  of  the  case,  it  was 
not  competent  to  either  party  to  take  advantage  of  a 
technical  objection :  Crossley  v.  Parker  (a),  Gretton  v. 
Leyhume.  (6)  The  order  to  tax  a  solicitor's  bill,  though 
made  as  of  course,  was  not  a  common  order  involving  a 
mere  point  of  practice,  but  an  order  made  in  conformity 
with  the  statute,  and  could  be  discharged  only  by  virtue 
of  the  same  jurisdiction  under  which  it  was  obtained. 


Mr.  Pepyh  contra. 

The  objection  is  disposed  of  by  the  single  authority 
of  Biskop  V.  Willis  (c),  where  Lord  Hardvricke  recog- 
nises the  rule  that  orders  made  upon  petition  cannot  be 
discharged  upon  motion,  unless  the  petition  be  ex  parte, 

and 

(a)  1  Jac.  4-  Walk.  4C0.  (c)  2  Vet.  sen.  115. 

(b)  I  Turn.  4*  Hun.  407. 
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and  in  that  case,  be  says,  it  is  every  day's  practice  to        18S4. 
move  for  the  discharge  of  such  orders.     That  practice     1,     - 
has  been  uniformly  followed  from  Lord  Hardmick^s  time  «. 

down  to  the  case  of  Cltdtan  v.  Pardon  (a),  where  Lord     C""'®"*- 
Eldon  discharged,  upon  motion,  an  order  made  as  of 
course  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  tor  the  taxation  of  a 
solicitor's  bill  of  costs;  nor  can  a  single  direct  autho- 
rity be  produced  in  support  of  the  objection. 


The  Lord  Chancellor.  Jan.  si. 

A  preliminary  objection  was  made  to  this  motion,  on 
the  ground  that  the  order,  which  had  been  obtained 
upon  petition,  of  course  at  the  Rolls,  could  not  be  dis- 
charged, upon  motion,  in  this  Court.  The  cases  cited 
as  precedents  in  support  of  the  practice  objected  to, 
were  Bishop  v.  fVillis  {b)  and  CbUton  v.  Pardon,  {a)  The 
former  was  not  an  express  decision  in  favour  of  the 
practice,  as  the  case  on  which  the  order  had  been  made 
had  been  obtained  after  argument  by  counsel  on  both 
sides,  but  Lord  Hardwicke  recognised  the  practice  of 
moving  to  discharge  orders  made  upon  petitions  of 
course.  In  the  latter  case,  an  order,  as  of  course,  had 
been  obtained  for  taxation  of  a  solicitor's  bill,  upon 
a  suppression  of  the  fact,  that  a  former  order  had, 
many  years  before,  been  obtained  for  taxation  as  be- 
tween solicitor  and  client.  The  defendant's  solicitor 
had  been  paid  after  a  long  interval,  and  he  made  an 
offer  to  deliver  up  deeds,  which  was  refused.  The 
order  was  for  a  re^taxation,  which  is  not  of  course,  and 
could  only  have  been  obtained  on  suppression  of  the 
facts. 

I  have 
(a)  1  Turn.  ^  Run.  501.  {h)  3  Vet.  len.  113. 


€62 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1884. 


Eaitwood 

V. 
OUBMtON. 


I  have  found  another  case,  Jones  ▼•  &iciy(a),  where 
an  order  of  course  having  been  obtained  at  the  Rolls 
by  petidon,  Lord  Eldan^  on  motion,  discharged  it 
for  irregularity.  The  order  was  for  time  to  answer 
after  a  demurrer  over-ruled,  and  Lord  Eldon  held  it 
clear  that  this  was  a  special  application.  It  is  pro- 
bable that  there  bad  been  a  suppression  of  the  fact 
in  the  petition,  viz.  of  the  demurrer  having  been  ovei^ 
ruled;  but  it  is  abo  possible  that  a  mistake  had  been 
committed  by  the  secretary  at  the  Rolls  in  taking  it 
for  an  order  of  course.  If  so^  this,  though  not  in 
form,  was  in  substance  an  appeal,  and  an  appeal  from 
the  Judge  who  signs  such  an  order  of  course,  and  who 
neither  hears  any  party,  (there  beings  indeed,  only  one 
party,)  nor  knows  any  thing  of  it.  There  seems  every 
reason  why  such  iqpplicattons  should  be  addressed  to 
the  Court  which  made  the  order,  or  is  supposed  to 
have  made  it,  which  ought  to  protect  its  officers,  and 
which  can  best  visit  the  party  with  whatever  penalty  his 
irregular  or  culpable  procedure  may  deserve.  But  it  is 
agreed  by  their  Honors,  with  whom  I  have  conferred, 
that  there  is  jurisdiction  here  to  entertain  such  applica- 
tions, and  by  way  of  motion.  They  are  not,  indeed,  ap- 
peals, for  there  is  not  properly  any  order  to  appeal  from : 
neither  are  they  rehearings,  for  there  cannot,  except 
in  contemplation  of  law,  be  said  to  have  been  a  hear- 
ing by  the  Judge  below.  But  the  party,  on  his  own 
statement,  obtains  what  he  is  entitled  to,  if  his  state* 
ment  be  correct,  and  what,  if  it  be  not  correct,  no  other 
party  can  be  heard  to  resist ;  and  he  makes  his  statement 
on  his  own  responsibility,  and  takes  the  order  at  his 
own  peril.  Where  the  order  b  not  on  petition,  but  by 
motion,  that  is,  by  handing  in  the  brief,  the  party  is 
bound  by  what  is  indorsed  on  it     It  is  only  in  a  very 

strict 


(a)  Cited  in  1  Swan,  194.  note. 
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strict  and  technical  sense  that  the  Conrt,  making  such  18S4* 

an  order,  can  be  said  to  hear  and  determine,  or  to  act  ^■'^'' 

otherwise  than  ministerially.     Nevertheless  the  Court  «. 

may,  m  contemplation  of  law,  be  said  so  to  act  Glbhtok. 

But  though  we  are  all  agreed  that  there  is  jurisdiction 
to  discharge  such  orders  here,  we  think  the  inconve* 
nience  manifest  of  moving  in  one  Court  to  dbcharge 
such  orders  made  in  another;  and  we  have  come  to 
the  understanding  that  such  applications  should  not  be 
entertained.  Whether  or  not  it  may  be  advisable  to 
make  any  general  order  to  this  effect  it  is  unnecessary  to 
consider;  the  very  rare  occurrence  of  such  motions 
sufficiently  shews  the  sense  entertained  of  their  incon* 
venience,  and  we  have  no  doubt  that  the  course  which 
we  all  agree  in  recommending  will  be  adopted. 

With  respect  to  this  motion,  as  it  has  been  made 
here,  it  will  be  disposed  of  as  soon  as  counsel  renew 
the  application  upon  the  merits,  {a) 

(a)  See  the  following  case. 
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-"<:       /; 


/ 


Rolls. 

An  order 
made  as  of 
course*  upon 
petition  at 
the  Rolls, 
may,  if  ir- 
regularly or 
improperly 
obtained,  be 
discharged 
upon  motion 
before  the 
Master  of  the 
RoUs. 

An  order 
for  the  tax- 
ation of  an 
agent's  bill 
cannot  be 
obtained  as  of 
course  by  a 
solicitor,  nor 
can  the  rule 
for  bringing 
the  amount 
of  the  agent's 
bill  into 
Court,  upon 
such  appli* 
cation,  be  dis- 
pensed with 
except  under 
special  cir- 
cumstances* 


LEES  V.  NUTTALL- 


/    . 


^T^HE  Defendant,  who  was  a  country  solicitor,  had 
employed  Messrs.  fVamer  and  Forster^  as  his  agents 
in  London^  previously  to  the  month  of  February  1822, 
when  the  partnership  between  Messrs.  Warner  and 
Forster  was  dissolved ;  and  in  May  1823  the  Defendant 
discharged  the  balance  upon  bills  deliveredy  and  due 
from  him  to  the  partnership  firm.  The  Defendant  con- 
tinued to  employ  ^r.  Forster  as  bis  agent;  and,  in 
August  1834,  the  bills  delivered  by  Mr.  Forster  to  the 
Defendant  amounted  to  the  sum  of  502/.  I5.  5d.  After 
some  correspondence,  in  the  course  of  which  the  De- 
fendant, by  a  letter  addressed  to  Mr.  Forster^  promised 
to  discharge  the  above-mentioned  sum,  Mr.  Forster^ 
in  October  18S4,  commenced  an  action  against  the  De- 
fendant, and  notice  of  trial  had  been  served  upon  the 
Defendant  for  the  sittings  after  Michaelmas  term.  On 
the  26th  of  November  1834  the  Defendant  obtained  an 
order,  as  of  course,  upon  a  petition  in  the  cause,  for  the 
taxation  of  the  bills  delivered  by  Mr.  Forster^  and  also  of 
the  bills  delivered  by  Messrs.  Warner  and  Forster^  which 
had  been  discharged  in  1823,  two  years  before  the  in- 
stitution of  the  suit  in  which  the  ex  parte  order  was  ob- 
tained. A  motion  was  now  made  for  the  discharge  of 
that  order. 


Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Parker^  in  support  of  the 
motion. 

The  order  obtained,  as  of  course,  by  the  Defendant 
is  as  iiTCgular  as  it  is  incapable  of  being  sustained  upon 
the  merits.     It  is  a  rule,  both  at  law  and  in  equity, 

that 
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that  a  solicitor  cannot  apply  for  the  taxadon  of  his  1834. 
agent's  bills  without  bringing  the  amount  of  the  bills 
into  Court:  Tidd^s  Practice {a\  Ostle  v.  Christian. [b) 
The  taxation  of  an  agent's  bill  is  not  within  the  act* 
giving  special  jurisdiction  to  the  superior  Courts  over 
solicitors,  and  the  amount  of  the  bill  must  be  brought 
into  Court,  where  an  order  for  taxation  is  made  under 
the  general  jurisdiction.  If  it  were  necessary  to  go  into 
the  merits,  the  suppression  of  the  facts  that  the  part- 
nership of  Messrs.  Warner  and  Forster  was  dissolved, 
and  that  the  bills  due  on  the  agency  account  between 
that  firm  and  the  Defendant  had  been  settled  two  years 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  as  well  as  the 
promise  by  the  Defendant  to  pay  the  bills  admitted  by 
him  to  be  due  to  Mr.  Forster^  would  render  it  impos- 
sible to  sustain  this  order. 

Mr.  BetheU^  contra. 

This  order  having  been  obtained  upon  a  petition  to 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  cannot  be  discharged  upon 
motion.  In  Eastwood  v.  Glenton{c)^  where  a  motion 
was  made  to  discharge  an  order  to  tax  a  solicitor's  bill 
obtained  upon  a  petition  of  course  at  the  Rolls,  Lord 
Chancellor  Brougham^  though  he  entertained  the  mo- 
tion, stated  that  he  had  conferred  with  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor and  the  late  Master  of  the  Rolls  upon  this 
subject,  and  that  the  practice  would,  in  future,  be 
altered.  This  preliminary  objection  renders  it  unneces- 
sary to  consider  the  alleged  irregularity,  or  to  support 
the  order  upon  the  merits.  The  case  of  Paget  v. 
Nicholson  (</),  however,  shews  that  the  rule  for  bringing 

the 

(a)  p.  917.  (r)  p.  S80.  iuprit. 

(b)  1  Turn,  4-  Ruts.  324.  (d)  Beamet  on  CotUy36\. 

*  9  0.2.  c.  S5.  f .  S3. 
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18S4,  tbe  aiooiint  of  an  ages^s  bill  into  Coart^  upon  an  ap- 
plication for  iu  taxation,  is  one  wUdi  the  Court  will 
dispeoM  with.  The  sixth  section  of  the  12  G.  8.  €.  18. 
ccmtains  words  which  exclude  the  taxation  c^ao  agent's 
bill  from  the  operation  of  the  act  *  which  gives  to  the 
superior  Courts  particular  jurisdiction  over  their  offi- 
cers ;  but  it  is  doobtfiil  whether  that  section  will  apply 
to  tbe  case  of  a  solicitor,  party  to  a  suit,  who  employs 
another  solicitor,  as  such,  to  prosecute  the  suit,  and  not 
in  the  capacity  of  an  agent.  But,  supposing  that  case 
to  be  within  the  act  of  the  12  G.  2.  c.  Id.,  no  case  has 
ever  decided  that,  under  the  general  jurisdiction  which 
the  Court  possesses  over  its  officers,  a  solicitor,  party  to 
a  causey  may  not,  upon  a  summary  applicadon,  call 
for  the  taxation  of  the  bills  delivered  by  a  solicitor 
whom  he  has  employed  to  conduct  his  case.  With 
regard  to  the  Defendant's  promise  to  discharge  the  bills 
as  delivered  by  Forster^  that  must  be  taken  to  be  a 
promise  to  pay  the  bills,  subject  to  taxation. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply. 

It  is  the  constant  practice  to  move  for  the  diacfaaige 
of  ex  parte  orders  made  upon  petition ;  BiAop  v.  Wil' 
lis  (a),  OsUe  v.  CkriHian  (A),  CbOton  v.  Pardon  (c);  and 
until  that  practice  shall  be  altered  by  a  general  order  of 
tbe  Court,  a  mere  intimation  of  its  inconvenience,  such 
as  appears  to  have  been  made  in  Eastaoood  v.  GlenUm^ 
cannot  affect  the  right  of  parties  to  obtain  the  discharge 
of  such  orders  upon  motion.  As  to  Paget  v.  Nicholson^ 
the  order  in  that  cause  was  made  under  very  peculiar 
circumstances;,  and  the  question  is  not  whether  the  rule 

for 

(a)  S  Vet.  len.  115.  (c)  1  Turn,  4*  Ruu.SOU 

\b)  1  Twm.^  RUU.52A. 

^  2  G.St.  C.23.  #.25. 
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for  bringing  the  amount  of  an  agent's  bill  into  Court        1834. 
upon  an  application  for  its  taxation  may  be  dispensed 
with  upon  a  case  made,  but  whether  the  Court  will 
permit  a  solicitor  to  obtain  an  order,  as  of  course,  for     Nuttall. 
the  taxatipn  of  his  agent's  bill. 

The  Master  qf  the  Rolls** 

The  objection  taken  to  the  form  of  this  application 
was  made  unsuccessfully  in  the  case  of  Eastwood  v. 
Glentofi,  and  there  is  no  authority  to  support  it  On  the 
other  hand,  there  are  many  cases  which  shew  that  it  is 
the  constant  practice  to  discharge,  upon  motion,  ex 
parte  orders  obtained  upon  petition.  It  appears  from 
the  registrar's  minute-book,  that  in  Binsted  v.  Bare^ 
Jbot  (a)  the  common  order  for  taxation  was  obtained  on 
petition  of  course  at  the  Rolls,  and  that  on  the  I7th  of 
July  1746  a  motion  before  Lord  Hardwicke  to  dis- 
charge that  order  was  refused  upon  the  merits,  no 
objecti<m  having  been  taken  as  to  the  form  of  the  ap- 
plication. So  in  Bamardiston  v.  Gibbon^  an  order  to 
refer  for  impertinence,  obtained  on  petition  at  the  Rolls 
on  the  31  St  of  March  1744,  was  afterwards  discharged 
upon  motion  before  the  Lord  Chancellor.  Clutton  v. 
Pardon  (6)  and  Ostle  v.  Christian  (c)  are  recent  autho- 
rities to  the  same  effect;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
under  the  bite  actf  this  Court  has  the  same  jurisdiction 
as  the  other  courts  of  equity  with  respect  to  motions. 

In  a  matter  so  much  the  same  as  the  taxation  of  bills 
of  costs  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  it  is  desirable  that 
the  same  rule  should  prevail ;  and  the  rule  at  law  that, 

upon 

(«)  1  Dick.  118.  (c)  1  Turn.  ^  Run.  324. 

ih)  1  TuTn.i  Ruti.30\. 

•  Sir  a  PeptfS.  ^  ZkAW.A.  c.  94.  *.  S4. 
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18S4.  upon  an  application  by  a  solicitor  for  the  taxation  of 
his  agent's  bill,  the  amount  of  the  bill  should  be  brought 
into  Court  is  recognised  by  Lord  EUon  in  OsUe  y. 
Christian  (a)  as  being  equally  the  rule  with  respect  to 
similar  applications  in  thb  Court.  In  Paget  v.  Nichol' 
son  the  rule  was  dispensed  with  under  special  circum- 
stances ;  for  as  there  was  a  fiind  already  in  tlie  hands 
of  the  agent,  which  might  have  exceeded  the  amount  of 
his  bill,  it  was  unnecessary  that  the  amount  should  be 
brought  into  Court. 

In  this  case  the  Defendant  cannot  be  heard  to  say 
that  the  bills  in  question  were  not  agents'  bills,  because 
that  was  the  very  ground  upon  which  he  applied  for  an 
order  to  tax  them.  The  order  was  obtained  upon  a 
suppression  of  the  facts  that  the  partnership  between 
Messrs.  fVamer  and  Forster  was  dissolved,  and  the  bills 
due  to  that  firm  settled  before  the  suit  was  instituted : 
upon  the  merits,  therefore,  as  well  as  upon  the  ground 
of  irregularity,  the  order  for  taxation  must  be  discharged 
with  costs. 

(a)  1  7\frfi.4'i;««t.J24. 
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ISSI-. 


CAMERON  V.  CAMERON. 


Dee.  12. 


l^TR.  COOPER  moved  for  an  order  that  a  subpoena 
-**^"*'  might  be  directed  to  the  proper  officer  in  Scotland 
to  be  served  upon  the  Defendant,  who  resided  in  Edin^ 
hwrgh.  The  suit  concerned  lands  in  England,  and 
stock  in  the  public  funds;  and  he  submitted,  that  he 
was  entitled  to  the  order  under  the  first  section  of  the 


act  of  the  2  &  3  W.  4.  c.  33.  *, 


entitled  an  act  for  the 
efiec- 


Theactsof 

c.  33.  and 

C.83.  foreflfeo- 
tuating  the 
senrice  of  pro- 
cess issuing 
from  the 
Courts  of 
Chancery  and 
Exchequer, 
extend  to 
Scotland. 


•  The  preamble  and  first  sec- 
tion of  this  act  are  as  follows : — 

^  Whereas  great  inconvenience 
and  delays  of  justice  arise  from 
the  defect  of  jurisdiction  in 
courts  of  equity  to  effectuate 
the  senrice  of  dieir  process  in 
such  parts  of  the  United  King- 
dom of  Great  Britain  and  Ire^ 
land  as  are  not  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  said  respective 
courts ;  for  remedy  whereof,  be 
It  enacted,  that  from  and  after 
the  passing  of  this  act  it  shall 
and  may  be  lawful  for  the  Courts 
of  Chancery  and  of  Exchequer 
in  England  respectively,  if  they 
shall  so  think  fit,  upon  special 
motion  of  the  complainant  or 
complunants  in  any  suit  which 
has  been  or  shall  be  instituted 
in  such  courts  respectively,  con- 
cerning lands  or  tenements,  or 
hereditaments,  situate  or  being 
within  that  part  of  the  United 
Kingdom  called  England  or 
Walei^  to  order  and  direct  that 
service  in  any  part  of  the  United 
Vol.  Ilf 


Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and 
Ireland^  and  in  the  ItU  of  Man 
respectively^  of  any  subpcena  or 
subpoenas,  letter  missive  or  let^ 
ters  missive,  and  of  all  subse- 
quent process  to  be  had  thereon, 
upon  any  defendant  or  defend- 
ants in  such  suit  then  residing  in 
such  part  of  the  said  United 
Kingdom  or  Itle  of  Man  in 
which  he,  she,  or  they  shall  be 
so  served,  shall  be  deemed  good 
service  of  or  be  made  upon  such 
defendant  or  defendants  upon 
such  terms,  and  in  such  manner, 
and  at  such  time  as  to  such 
Courts  respectively  shall  seem 
reasonable;  and  that  thereupon 
it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for 
such  Courts  respectively  to  pro- 
ceed upon  such  service  so  made 
as  aforesaid  as  fully  and  as 
effectually  as  if  the  same  had 
been  duly  made  within  the  juris- 
dictions of  such  Courts  respect- 
ively." 

The  4  ft  5  FT.  4.  c.  89.  extends 

all  the  provisions  contained  in 

U  '         the 
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efiectuatiDg  the  service  of  process  issuing  from  the  Courts 
of  Chancery  and  Exchequer  in  England  and  Ireland 
respectively;  and  the  4  &  5  fV.4f.  c.  82.,  by  which  the 
provisions  of  the  former  act  were  extended,  and  applied 

to 


the  former  act  relating  to  salts 
instituted  concerning  lands,  ten^ 
ments,  or  hereditaments  situate 
in  England^  or  Wdei^  or  in 
Ireland  respectiyely,  to  "^  all  suits 
instituted  in  the  said  Courts  re- 
spectively concerning  any  charge, 
lien,  judgment,  or  incumbrance 
thereon,  or  concerning  any  money 
vested  in  any  government  or 
other  public  stock,  or  shares  in 
public  companies  or  concerns, 
or  concerning  the  dividends  or 
produce  thereof." 

The  act  proceeds  to  extend 
the  same  provisions  to  **  any  de- 
fendant or  defendants  in  any 
such  suit  or  suits  as  hereinbefore 
mentioned,  who  shall  appear  by 
affidavit  to  be  resident  in  any 
place,  specifying  the  same,  out 
of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland  f  and  that  it 
shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the 
said  Courts  respectively,  on  mo« 
tion  in  open  Court,  of  any  of  the 
complainants  in  any  such  suit, 
founded  upon  an  affidavit  or 
affidavits  and  such  other  docu* 
ments  as  may  be  applicable  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the 
residence  of  the  party,  and  the 
particulars  material  to  identify 
such  party  and  his  residence, 
and  also  specifying  the  means 
whereby  such  service  may  be 
authenticated,  and  ^spedally 
whether  there  are  any  British 


officers,  civil  or  mflitary,  ap- 
pointed by  or  serrii^  under  his 
Majesty,  residing  at  or  near  such 
place,  to  order  that  service  of  a 
iubpama  to  appear  and  answer 
upon  the  party  in  the  manner 
thereby  directed,  <»  in  case 
where  the  said  Courts  respec- 
tively shall  deem  fit,  upon  the 
receiver,  steward,  or  other  per- 
son receiving  or  remitting  the 
rents  of  the  lands  or  premisafv 
if  any,  in  the  suit  mentioned, 
returnable  at  such  time  as  the 
said  Courts  respectively  shall 
direct,  shall  be  deemed  good 
service  of  such  party,  and  after- 
wards,  upon  an  affidavit  of  such 
service  lud,  to  order  an  appear- 
ance to  be  entered  for  such 
party  in  such  manner  and  at 
such  time  as  the  said  Courts 
respectively  shall  duiect,  and 
that  thereupon  it  shall  and  may 
be  lawful  for  such  Courts  re- 
spectively to  proceed  upon  such 
service  so  made  as  aforesaid,  as 
fully  and  efieotually  as  if  the 
same  had  been  duly  made  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  such  Courts 
respectively.'* 

Under  the  last-mentioned 
clause  in  the  act,  an  application 
was  made  to  the  Vice*Chancel- 
lor  by  Mr.  Cooper^  in  a  cause  of 
Parker  v.  Uoyd,  the  day  after 
the  order  in  Cameron  v.  Cameron 
had  been  obtained,  for  an  order 
direct* 
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to  suits  respecting  money  vested  in  the  publio  fnnd$p 
shares  in  public  companies,  &c^  as  well  as  suits  t^pect- 
ing  land.  The  act  enabled  the  Court  to  direct  that 
service  of  process  in  any  part  of  the  United  Kingdom 
of  Gr^ai  Britain  and  Ireland^  upon  any  Defendant  resi-* 
dent  in  such  part  of  the  said  United  Kingdom^  should  be 
deemed  good  service.  The  words^  **  United  Kingdoni 
of  Greai  Britain  and  Jrdandf*'  seemed  clearly  to  com* 
prebend  Scotland^  and  so  far  as  the  remedial  object  of 
this  act  was  concerned,  which  was  to  prevent  dishonest 
persons  from  defeating  just  daims  upon  proper^  in  this 
country  by  betaking  themselves  to  places  out  of  the 
jurisdiction,  that  object  would  be  defeated,  if  Scotland 
were  held  not  to  be  a  part  of  Great  Britain  within  the 
meaning  of  this  act,  and  might  consequently  be  resorted 
to  by  such  persons  as  an  asylum.  In  M^Master  v. 
Lomax{a)f  the  Vice-Chancellor  granted  a  motion  sioular 
to  that  now  made  ;  but,  upon  a  motion  being  afterwards 
made  before  the  late  Lord  Chancellor,  that  an  attach- 
ment might  issue  under  the  writ  of  the  sheriff  of  Wigtown^ 
shirCf  or  other  proper  officer  in  Scotland^  against  the 
Defendants,  who  were  in  contempt  for  want  of  an  answer. 
Lord  Brougham  intimated  that  it  was  not  the  intention 

of 

(a)  p.  52.  wprh. 


188«t 


directiiig  the  BrUith  oonsul  at 
NiofUM  to  lerye  proceu  of  muIh 
pcma  on  the  Defendant  Uoydj 
who  was  resident  in  that  city. 
Ihe  Vice-chancellor  made  an 
order  that  the  subpama  should 
issoe,  but  declined  giving  any 
special  directions  as  to  the  per- 
son by  whom,  or  the  manner  in 
which  the  tubp€nut  should  be 
served. 

The  second  section  of  the  last-, 
mentioned  act  provides  that  in 


cases  where  the  defendant  can- 
not be  found,  and  there  is  just 
ground  for  believing  that  he 
secretes  and  withdraws  himself 
so  as  to  avoid  being  served  with 
the  process  of  the  Court,  ^  it 
shall  be  hiwful  for  the  Court  to 
order  that  the  service  of  the 
subpcena  to  appear  and  answer 
shall  be  substituted  in  such  man« 
ner  as  the  Court  shall  think 
reasonable  and  direct  by  such 
order." 
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1834.  of  Lord  Plunketl,  under  whose  auspices  the  measure 
was  brought  into  parliament)  to  extend  its  provisions  to 
Scotland^  and  that  such  an  extension  would  amount  to  a 
virtual  repeal  of  one  of  the  articles  of  the  union.  His 
Lordship  did  not,  however,  expressly  refuse  the  motion 
upon  those  grounds;  but,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
words  in  the  act,  *^  if  they  shall  so  think  fit,"  gave  a 
discretionary  power  to  the  Court,  he  declined  making 
any  order. 

T^eLoRD  Chancellor.* 

What  Lord  Pbtnkett  intended  is,  for  the  purpose  of 
construing  the  act,  immaterial,  for  the  words  of  the  act 
must  speak  for  themselves.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
act  extends  to  Scotland^  and  I  so  held  in  a  late  case  in 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,  where  a  similar  application  was 
made. 

•  Lord  Lyndhurtt, 
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CROOME  V.  LEDIARD.  ^j5^ 

Jan.  SO. 
^T^HIS  cause  (see  p.  251.  stiprd)  came  on  for  further  By  the  same 
-■•    directions  upon  the  Master's  report     The  Master  JJe^"^^ 
had  found,  that  the  Plaintiff  could  make  a  good  title  to  i«reed  to  sell 
the  Leigh  estate,  without  reference  to  the  time  at  which  Jhe^efcnd. 

such  title  could  be  made,  the  decree  not  having  referred  "JH"",^  ^^ 

Dofeodftiit 
it  to  the  Master  to  state  before  what  time  a  good  title  agreed  to  sell 

could  be  made.  f"^,f  «*.«?»'• 

to  the  Plain- 
tiff.   TheJPe> 

It  was  insisted,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  that  as  uMWe  to^^°* 
the  Master  had  not  found  that  a  good  tide  could  be  make  a  good 
made  previously  to  the  filing  of  the  bill,  the  Defendant  estate,  re- 
was  entiUed  to  the  costs  of  the  inquiry  as  to  the  title.       j**«d  the  per- 

^     "  formanceof 

On  his  I 


to  purchase 

the  PlamtiflTs  estate,  on  the  ground  that  the  agreement  was  intended  to  take  eflect 
only  on  the  basis  of  a  mutual  exchange,  and  he  failed  in  that  defence. 

On  a  reference  to  inquire  as  to  the  Plaintiff's  title,  the  Master  found  that  the 
Plaintiff  could  make  a  good  title,  but  he  did  not  find  that  he  could  make  such  title 
before  the  filing  of  the  bill,  the  consideration  of  the  time  at  which  the  Plaintiff's 
title  could  be  made  having  been  expressly  excluded,  at  the  hearing,  from  the 
terms  of  the  reference:  Held,  that  the  Defendant  was  liable  to  the  costs  of  Inyes- 
tigating  the  title  in  the  Mast^s  office. 

Vol.  IL  X 
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1855.  On  the  other  side  it  was  contended,  that  the  Haintiff 

was  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  inquiry,  inasmuch  as  the 
Defiendant  had  rendered  the  suit  necessary  by  the  nature 
of  the  resbtance  which  he  had  made  to  the  specific 
performance  of  the  agreement — a  resistance  founded 
on  a  construction  pot  upon  the  contract  which  the 
Court  had  declared  to  b^  erroneous,  and  which  was 
wholly  independent  of  the  question  of  title.  The  costs 
of  the  inquiry  as  to  title,  therefore,  without  r^ard  to 
the  time  at  which  a  good  title  could  be  made,  the  con- 
sideration of  time  having  been  expressly  excluded  from 
the  terms  of  the  reference!  were  as  much  costs  o6»- 
sioned  by  the  conduct  of  the  Defendant,  as  any  other 
part  of  the  costs  of  the  suit 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  WHbraham^  for  the  Pluntiffi 

Mr.  Bickersteth  and  Mr.  Whitnunih^  cantrd. 

TTie  Master  of  the  Rolls.* 

The  suit  and  the  consequential  inquiry  were  rendered 
necessary  by  the  nature  of  the  Defencbnt's  contention 
as  to  the  construction  of  the  agreement;  and  as  he  has 
failed  in  liis  defence,  which  turned  upon  the  construc- 
tion of  the  agreement,  and  not  upon  a  question  of  titie^ 
he  must  pay  the  costs  of  investigating  the  title  in  the 
Master's  office.  The  Defendant,  having  by  his  conduct 
rendered  the  suit  necessary,  is  liable  to  all  the  costs  in- 
cident to  the  suit. 

•  Sir  C,  Pep^. 
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KNIGHT  V.  GOULD.  ^   "55. 

VABAH  WARDf  by  her  will  duly  executed  and  A  bequest  of 

atCetted,  after  directing  her  debts,  funeral  and  tes-  j^y  executors 

tamentafy  expenses,   and  also  the  duty  on  her  pecu-  hereinafter 

niary  Ic^^aciea,  to  be  paid  by  **  my  executors  hereinafter  enable'them 

named/'  out  of  her  personal  estate,  devised  her  freehold  ^£^1"^ 

lands  in  the  county  of  Warmick  to  James  Kemp^  James  dea,  funeral 

Kemp  the  younger,  and  John  Prior  Ward^  "  my  eacecu-  twy^am^ 

tors  hereinafter  named,"  and  their  heirs,  upon  trust  to  sell  ^^  ^1^  to 

the  same,  and  stand  possessed  of  the  purchase  monies  them  for  their 

upon  trust,  after  payment  of  the  expenses  which  her  said  ''^^  n^'i^ 

trusteea  should  incur,  and  also  of  such  sums  as  should  tween  them  ;*' 

be  reasonable  for  the  trouble  which  they  might  experi-  [he  Mpoint- 

ence  by  reason  of  the  aforesaid  trusts,  and  of  carrying  ment  of  three 

this  part  of  her  will  into  execution,  to  divide  the  residue  executon^  is  a 

of  such  purchase  monies  among  certain  classes  of  her  %^^  to  those 

relations  therein  described;  and  in  case  no  such  relations  class  in  their 

should  be  found,  she  directed  such  residue  to  sink  into  official  cha- 

oii         ■  .1  II  ""^terj  and, 

her  personal  estate.     She  then  gave  and  bequeathed  therefore,  one 

unto  the  aforesaid  James  Kemp  the  elder,  James  Kemp  f^JufetiiJ'" 

his  son,  and  John  Prior  Ward^  their  executors,  adminis-  of  the  tes- 

trators,  and  assigns,  the  sum  of  8000/.,  3  per  cent  ^hderesidue 

consols,  part  of  the  stock  then  standing  in  her  name  ^^'^  >!>  ^he 

in  the  Bank  of  England^  nevertheless  subject  to,  and 

charged  with  the  payment  of  the  several  life  annuities 

thereinafter  particularly   mentioned;   and  she  further 

bequeathed  unto  the  said  James  Kemp  the  elder,  James 

Kemp  his  son,  and  John  Prior  Ward^  the  sum  of  100/. 

each.     She  next  gave  the  dividends  of  divers  consider- 

jible  sums  of  stock  to  certain  individuals  therein  named 

respectively,  with  a  direction  that  the  capital  should  fall 

into  and  form  a  part  of  her  residuary  personal  estate. 

X  2  Her 


£96  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1SS3.  Her  will  then  contained  the  following  passage:  —  *^  I 
give  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  property  not  herein 
or  hereinafter  specifically  bequeathed,  onto  my  executors 
hereinafter  named,  to  enable  them  to  pay  my  debts, 
legacies,  and  testamentary  charges,  and  also  to  recom- 
pense them  for  their  trouble,  equally  between  them*  I 
do  nominate,  constitute  and  appoint  my  said  trustees, 
Jinnes  Kemp,  James  Kemp  the  younger,  and  John  Prior 
Wardj  to  be  the  executors  of  this  my  will.''  The  testa- 
trix proceeded  to  give  some  directions  respecting  her 
funeral ;  and  then,  without  making  any  ftirlher  bequests^ 
concluded  her  will  with  the  usual  attesting  clause. 

James  Kemp  the  elder,  one  of  the  three  persons  named 
as  executors  in  the  will,  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testatrix;  and,  upon  her  death,  the  present  bill  was  filed 
by  persons  claiming  to  be  her  next  of  kin,  ibr  the  pur^ 
pose  of  having  their  rights  declared,  and  the  usual 
accounts  taken  agafnst  her  executors.  The  material 
question  in  the  cause  was,  whether  the  share  of  the  resi- 
due bequeathed  to  the  executor  who  had  dwd  in  the 
testatrix's  lifetime  vested  in  the  two  surviving  executors 
absolutely,  or  whether  it  lapsed  for  the  benefit  of  her 
next  of  kin ;  in  other  words,  whether  the  gift  of  the  re- 
sidue was  to  those  who  should  become  her  executors  by 
surviving  her,  and  assuming  the  office,  or  to  the  three 
individuals  whom  she  had  appointed  to  that  office^  taking 
the  residue  as  a  personal  bequest. 

The  Ma8T£R  of  the  Rolls  decided  that  the  two  sur- 
viving executors  took  the  whole;  and  an  appeal  was 
now  brought  from  that  decision. 

The  Attorney-General  and  Mr.  Oirdlestone  senior,  for 
the  testatrix's  next  of  kin,  in  support  of  the  appeal,  con- 
tended that  the  gift  of  100/.  to  each  of  the  executors 
was  bestowed  on  them  in  virtue  of  their  office;  and  that 

the 
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the  residuary  bequest  to  the  executors  thereinafter  1893. 
named,  was  no  bore  than  a  gift  to  those  individuals  per- 
sonally^ of  whom  that  happened  to  be  the  most  con- 
venient description.  The  bequest  was  therefore  to  be 
construed  according  to  the  common  rules  applicable  to 
the  case  of  bequests  to  individuals;  and  if  it  were  so 
construed,  there  could  not  be  a  doubt  that  the  terms 
of  the  bequest,  especially  when  coupled  with  the  ex- 
pression **  equally  between  them,"  which  followed, 
amounted  to  a  gift  of  the  residue  to  the  three  in  seve- 
ralty, as  tenants  in  common. 

They  cited  and  commented  upon  the  cases  o(BagweU 
^•Dry(a);  Page  v.  P<ige{b);  Owenv*  Owen{c)  over- 
ruling the  case  there  stated  of  I^rU  v.  Berkeley^  in 
which  Sir  Joseph  Jeiyll,  upon  a  somewhat  similar  be- 
quest, had  decided  in  favour  of  joint^tenancy ;  Peat  v* 
Chi^man  (d);  Ackerman  v.  Burrams*  {e) 

Mr.  Pepj/Sf  Mr.  Bolfe^  Mr*  Jacobs  and  Mr.  Wood^ 
cmUrctj  submitted  that  the  cases  cited  on  behalf  of  the 
next  of  kui,  were  all  distinguishable  from  the  present, 
which  must  be  determined  solely  upon  the  intention  of 
the  testatrix,  as  that  was  to  be  collected  from  a  careful 
examination  and  comparison  of  all  the  provisions  in  her 
will.  They  referred  to  Frenen  v.  Relfe{g)\  Vhier  ▼. 
Francis {k)\  Boper  an  Legacies {i);  and  also  to  Lord 
jE3don*9  observations  in  Jackson  v.  Jackson  {k)  with  re- 
spect to  the  nature  of  the  interest  taken  by  executors. 


T^e 


(a)  1  P.  Wms.  700.  (g)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  220. 

(6)  2  P.  Wms.  489.  (A)  8  Cojp,  190. 

(c)  1  ^^.494.  (i)  Vol.  ii.  p.  356.  2d  ed« 

id)  1  Fes.  sen.  548.  W  9  Fes.  at  p.  597. 


(e)  3  Yes.  ^  B.  54. 
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16S5.  Tlie  Loud  Chancellor. 

Knight'  It  is  not  at  present  necessary  to  decide^  whether  these 

OouLD  legatees  take  as  joint-tenants,  or  as  tenants  m  common. 
If  they  take  as  joint-tenants,  it  is  true  the  question  is 
determined  in  one  way;  the  share  of  the  predeceasing 
legatee  would  survive  to  his  companions.  But  there  may 
be  a  tenancy  in  common,  and  yet  it  will  not  follow  that 
tbe  share  of  the  deceased  is  undisposed  of  and  goes  to 
the  next  of  kin.  Thus  the  bequest  may  be  taken  to  be 
to  the  executors  surviving  and  acting,  but  as  tenants  in 
common.  And  if  such  appears  to  be  the  right  con- 
struction, the  survivors  take  the  whole ;  and  the  present 
question  is  determined  as  the  Court  below  has  deter- 
mined it. 

There  is  no  occasion,  therefore,  to  go  further  now 
than  to  examine  in  what  character  the  residue  is  be- 
queathed to  the  executors.  Is  it  in  their  individual,  or 
in  their  representative  character?  Is  it  given  to  them 
as  a  class,  or  as  particular  persons  selected  for  the  pur- 
pose, and  regarded  by  the  testatrix,  when  she  made  her 
.will,  in  their  personal  capacity?  This  is  a  mere  question 
of  construction  upon  the  clause,  to  be  determined,  like 
every  such  question,  by  the  bequest  itself,  and  by  the 
context,  there  being  no  rule  of  law  which  gives  to  any 
of  the  terms  used  an  inflexible  sense:  and  taking  the 
whole  matter  into  consideration,  I  cannot  hesitate  in 
coming  to  the  conclusion,  that  tbe  testatrix  meant  to 
give  the  residue  to  her  executors  as  a  class  of  persons, 
and  not  as  individuals. 

Let  us  then  look  to  the  intention*  The  testatrix 
gives  her  property  to  the  three  persons  aflerwards 
named  her  executors,  partly  as  trustees,  to  pay  debts 
and  legacies,  partly  as  legatees,  to  receive  it  beneficially. 

By 
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By  the  Mme  words  tbey  take  in  both  capacities.  Now  18Sd. 
it  18  not  pretended,  that  the  portion  which  they  take  for 
distribution  in  performance  of  their  oflBce,  for  example, 
to  pay  legacies,  can  snffer  any  abatement  because  of  the 
predecease  of  one  of  their  number.  Why  should  the 
part  they  take  to  themselves  abate  any  more?  It  is  for 
trouble  in  execution  of  their  office.  What  office?  In 
performing  the  duty  of  executors.  Whoever  performed 
that  duty  was  to  have  the  recompense.  What  recom- 
pense? The  residue;  not  their  shares  of  it,  but  the 
residue.  Equally,  no  doubt ;  that  is,  they  who  became 
acting  executors  by  surviving  the  testatrix,  were  to 
share  all  the  resklue  equally,  in  like  manner  as  she  had 
before  remunerated  them  for  their  trouble  in  making 
inquiry  as  to  her  kindred. 

Great  reliance  is  placed  on  the  words  **  equally  be^ 
tween  them,''  as  giving  these  legatees  an  interest  as 
tenants  in  common.  But,  independently  of  the  argu^ 
ment  already  adverted  to,  that  such  may  be  the  nature 
of  their  tenancy,  and  yet  the  surviving  executors  may 
take  as  a  class,  that  appears  a  more  natural  construction 
which  supposes  the  gift  to  be  joint.  The  testatrix  has 
been  her  own  expounder ;  the  writer  is  the  comment- 
ator, and  can  best  declare  the  meaning  of  the  words 
employed  in  her  own  act.  She  expressly  states  why  the 
gift  is  made  of  the  beneficial  interest ;  it  b  as  a  reward 
for  performing  an  office.  The  office  is  joint ;  sO)  natu- 
rally, is  the  reward.  The  burthen  is  cast  upon  them 
jointly ;  it  must  naturally  be  presumed  that  the  benefit 
is  intended  to  be  joint  also. 

That  the  words  ^*  equally  between  them''  are  not 
inflexible,  and  do  not  necessarily  create  a  tenancy  in 
common,  is  certain  both  on  principle  and  autfiOrity.    In 

X  4  Fmoen 
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18SS.  JPremefi  v.  Itdfis{a\  it  was  said  by  Lord  TlHurUm  tiiaC 

\^^'  '  Uiose  words  only  create  a  tenancy  in  common  widi  r^- 

V.  ferenoe  to  the  whole  gift,  and  he  added  that  the  general 


Gould. 


intent  shall  sooner  over-rule  die  word  <<  equidly/'  than 
the  use  of  the  word  <*  equaUy''  shall  orer-rule  the 
general  intent  This,  too,  was  upon  a  clause  oxisider* 
ably  stronger  in  favour  of  a  tenancy  in  common,  the 
individual  executors  being  named  severally,  which  here 
they  are  not ;  and  a  similar  doctrine  was  laid  down  in 
Armstrong  v«  Eldridge.  (b) 

I  do  not  think,  however,  that  Fremen  v.  Belfe  can 
fairly  be  considered  as  having  a  more  direct  bearbg  on 
the  present  case.  It  is  not  there  stated  that  any  of  the 
legacies  had  lapsed,  and  the  suit  was  (or  the  residue* 
And  though  Lord  Thurloofs  argument,  which  is  prin* 
cipally  addressed  to  the  clause  giving  the  lapsed  legacies 
to  the  executors  equally  among  them,  may  be  said  to 
make  it  probable  that  the  residue  was  in  part  composed 
of  lapsed  legacies,  still  this  is  a  matter  of  doubt;  and 
I  therefore  prefer  using  the  case  only  as  I  have  now 
done.  Its  authority  is  strong  as  far  as  regards  the  con- 
struction put  upon  the  gift  of  the  lapsed  l^^acies,  and 
the  force  of  words  directing  an  equal  division. 

Page  v.  Page{c)  was  the  case  of  a  residue  given  to 

executors  in  sixths  expressly.    There  the  interest  of  an 

executor  who  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime  was  held  not 

to  survive,  because  each  had  only  a  sixth  giyen  him. 

When  this  decision  was  cited  a  few  years  afterwards  to 

Lord  Talboif  he  approved  of  it,  on  the  ground  that  the 

frame  of  the  bequest  prevented  any  one  horn  taking 

more 

(«)  Q  Bro.  C.  C.  £20.  (c)  S  P.  Wnu.  489. 

(6)  S^ro.C.asi5. 
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more  thto  a  sixth.  It  is  diflBoult  to  read  bis  liordship'a  1838. 
observations  upon  the  subject,  without  being  convinced 
that,  bad  the  gift  been  to  execators  equallyi  he  would 
have  allowed  the  title  by  survivorship.  For^  though 
each  taking  one  sixth,  all  take  equally  who  do  take  any- 
thing, there  is  this  most  essential  difference  between  a 
gift  to  a  class  of  six  persons  equally,  and  a  gift  to  the 
same  persons  of  one  ttxth  each,  that,  by  the  former,  five 
may  take  the  whole  among  them  in  equal  shares,  literally 
complying  with  the  terms  of  the  bequest,  but,  by  the 
latter,  the  whole  cannot  be  divided  among  five  or  any 
other  smaller  number  than  six,  without  giving  more  to 
each  than  the  sixth  expressly  allotted. 

Oeoen  v.  Owen  (a)  and  Ackerman  v.  Burrofm  {b)  really 
prove  nothing  either  way,  for  those  cases  establbh  no 
general  rule  which  can  govern  the  present  case;  both 
difl&ring  materially  in  the  circumstances,  and  the  latter 
being  of  a  very  special  nature^  and  turning  entirely  on 
the  force  of  a  single  expression.  The  clause  now  under 
consideration  is  peculiarly  conceived,  and  the  meaning 
given  to  it  turns,  as  it  ou^t,  upon  that  peculiarity. 

A  bequest  to  children  living  at  the  testator's  death, 
is,  on  all  hands,  admitted  to  be  a  bequest  to  the  class ; 
and  it  survives  to  those  who  shall  answer  the  descrip- 
tion by  surviving  the  testator.  Then  why  not  also  a 
bequest  to  executors  ?  But  it  is  said  the  words  *^  herein- 
after named"  are  added,  and  that  those  words,  added  to 
a  bequest  to  ^*  children,"  would  make  the  description 
cease  to  be  that  of  a  class.  Assuredly  it  would,  because 
such  words  are  used  for  the  very  purpose  of  specifying 
certain  of  the  children,  and  therefore  they  must  ex- 
pressly exclude  the  supposition  of  a  class  being  in- 
tended, 

(a)  1  Atk.  494.  (A)  3  K.  4-  A  54. 
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18S5.       tendedy  whefeaa,  unless  eMeutors  are  naisedy  Aejr  < 

not  have  any  existence  as  a  class  at  all ;  and,  tbevefow^ 
so  fiur  bom  th<Me  words  excluding  the  idea  of  executors 
as  a  olasst  thej  refer  to  the  act  of  nomiaationy  wheodbj 
alone  that  class  is  called  into  existence^  so  that  nothing 
can  be  move  fitllacious  than  this  objection.  Indeed^ 
the  addition  of  these  vords  of  reference  ^*  hereinafter 
named,**  is  mere  surplusage^  and  can,  in  no  way,  aflbct 
the  question  i  ibr,  had  th^  been  left  out,  they  nust^  of 
neeessity,  be  understood,  as  no  appointment  having 
before  been  made,  those  only  could  be  executors,  and 
tdke  in  that  capacity,  who  should  be  dicreinafter 
named. 

The  other  objections  may  be  easily  disposed  of.  The 
gift  of  lOOL  would  preclude  the  claims  of  the  executors 
to  all  beneficial  interest  in  the  residue,  if  there  were  no 
other  bequest^  and  thdr  dtle  rested  upon  their  repre* 
sentative  character  alone.  But  here  the  effect  of  that 
gift  is  destroyed  by  a  subsequent  express  gift  to  them  of 
the  residue* 

In  continuation  of  the  same  argument,  it  is  said,  that 
the  legacy  having  destroyed  their  claim  as  executors, 
they  can  only  take  the  residue  as  legatees,  and  therefore 
cannot  take  it  as  executors.  But  herein  is  an  obvious 
feUacy;  for,  though  the  legacy  of  100/.  defeats  their 
claim  as  executors  simply,  yet  the  residue  may  be  given 
to  them  as  executors ;  and,  therefore,  the  proving  that 
they  take  it  as  legatees,  does  not  prove  that  they  may 
not  also  take  as  executors.  They  are  the  executors 
made  residuary  legatees  qud  executors,  and  a  legacy 
destroys  the  claim  as  executors  to  the  residue,  because  it 
shews  an  intention  to  exclude  them,  and  give  them  that 
legacy  and  nothing  else.  But  no  such  presumption  can 
arise  here^  where  the  testatrix  has  expressly  revived 

the 
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the  claim  of  the  ex^cntors,  and^  by  express  wordsi  given       1BSS# 
the  residue  to  them  as  such* 

It  does  not  follow,  from  this  4Base^  that  a  bequest  of 
the  residue  to  executors  equally,  must,  in  all  cases, 
bea  gift  to  them  in  their  repffesentali?e  oapacky,  and  so 
surrife  to  tliose  who  live  to  take  die  office.  There  is 
ao  necessity  for  goii^  beyond  the  drcttmatanoes  which 
shew  that  the  testatrix  intended  them,  in  this  ease,  to 
take  as  her  executors*  A  change  in  these  dreuo- 
stances,  a  different  expression  as  to  the  persons  or  as 
to  the  gift,  might  make  it  eqoaUy  dear  that  she  intended 
them  only  to  take  as  individuals ;  and  then  the  force  of 
Uie  word  ^  equally^'  might  be  sufficient  to  let  in  the 
argument  against  the  decree,  just  as  the  particulars  of 
the  letter,  held  to  be  a  will  in  Ackerman  v.  Bumfm^ 
were  considered  to  shew  an  intendoa  to  designate  the 
mother  and  sisters  individually,  and  not  as  a  class. 

Upon  the  grounds  which  I  have  explained,  and 
taking  the  question  as  purely  one  of  the  testatrix's  in- 
tention, to  be  gathered  from  the  peculiar  nature  of  the 
clause,  and  not  affected  by  the  context  of  the  will,  my 
own  mind  is  free  from  all  doubt  The  decision  of  the 
Court  below  must,  therefore,  be  affirmed^ 
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"'*•  GOULD  V.  KEMR* 

April  SI,  9S, 

A  letter  from    ^I^HE  testatrix  in  the  preceding  cause  died  in  the 
vhich'j! ^^  month.o£ March  ]819»  two  months  subsequently  U> 

engages  to  ^    the  death  of  Kemp  the  elder,  the  right  to  whose  share  in 
family,  in  any   her  ^residuary  estate  formed  the  subject  of  that  suit.  The 
way  ^-  m^      two  surviving  executprs,  Kemp  the  younger,  and  fVard^ 
wtU,  a  moiety  proved  Mrs.  JVareTs  will,  and  took  upon  themselves  the 
wKi^jL^^d   ^^^  of  cKecutors.    Some  yean  afterwards,  but  before 
B.  are  in-        any  severance  of  the  nesiduary  property  had  been  made 
pnltenanu,    ^^ctween  them,  the  following  letter  was  written  and  den 
It  a  severance   livered  by  Kemp  to  fVard,  who  was  at  the  time  confined  to 
Lt^i^"''     hb  bed  by  sickness:  —  '<  Kingdand,  SOtb  of  AprU  1882. 
—  Dear  Sir,  I  hereby  engage,  shouU  Providence  see 
fit  that  I  should  outlive  you,  to  secure  to  your  famUy^ 
in  any  way  you  may  desire  by  your  will,  the  moiety  of 
any  stock  or  security  now  standing  in  the  name  of  the 
late  Mrs.  Sarah  Wordy  and  which  she  has  bequeathed  to 
us  under  her  will  either  contingently  or  id  reversion, 
namely,  one  moiety  of  the  7S00iL  3  per  cents.,  beii^  the 
residue  of  8000/.  like  annuities,  after  payment  of  the 
said  legacy  duty,  and  which  we  are  entitled  to  in  rever- 
sion, and  also  the  contingent  moiety  of  4860/.,  residue 
of  5600/.  annuities,  after  payment  of  legacy  duty,  should 
we  be  enabled  to  establish  our  claim  to  that  sum,  or,  if 
not,  a  moiety  of  such  sum  as  we  shall  be  enabled  to 
recover;  the  whole,  nevertheless,  to  be  subject  to  such 
charges  and  expenses  I  may  be  put  to  in  carrying  the 
will  of  the  late  Mrs.  Ward  into  execution  and  efiect, 
should  I  be  your  survivor.     With  sincere  wishes  for 
your  restoration  to  your  family,  I  remain  yours  sin- 
cerely, James  Kemp^ 

Two 
*  See  the  preceding  case. 
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Two  days  after  the  date  of  this  letter,  Mr.  Ward       1634. 
died ;  and  pending  the  suit  of  Knight  and  Qouldj  this  bill     '      -  '^ 
was  filed  by  the  executors  of  Ward  against  Kempf  for  «. 

the  purpose  of  establishing  their  right  to  a  moiety  of       Kimf. 
the  interest  which  Kemp  and  Ward  took,  as  the  sur- 
viving and  acting  executors  of  Mrs.  Ward,  under  that 
lady's  will. 

'  Part  of  the  stock  standing  in  the  hame  of  Ward  and 
Kemp  having  been  sold  out  by  KAnpf  subsequently  to 
the  filing  of  the  bill,  the  Governor  and  Company  of 
the  Bank  of  England  were  made  Defendants  to  the  suit. 
Kemp  died  pending  the  suit,  and  the  bill  was  revived 
against  his  personal  representative. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  decided  that  the  effect  of 
die  letter  was  to  sever  the  joint-tenancy,  and  an  appeal 
was  now  brought  against  his  Honoris  decision.  The 
decree  directed  that  the  Plaintiffs  should  pay  the  costs 
of  the  Bank  of  England,  and  that  the  Defendants  should 
pay  over  one  half  of  those  costs  to  the  Plaintiffs. 

The  Solicitor-General  (Sir  C.  Pepys)  and  Mr.  Kbe, 
in  support  of  the  decree. 

Mr.  Knight,  Mr.  Girdlestone  jun.,  and  Mr.Wood^ 
contrd. 

Two  questions  arise  upon  this  appeal;  first,  whether 
the  letter  written  by  Kemp,  and  delivered  by  him  to  his 
co-executor,  amounts  to  an  agreement  to  sever  the  joint- 
tenancy;  and,  secondly,  whether,  supposing  it  to  be  an 
agreement,  it  is  such  an  agreement  as  this  Court  can 
carry  into  effect  It  is  clear  that  Kemp  could  not  have 
intended  to  sever  the  joint-tenancy ;  ibr  he  was  wholly 
ignorant  of  the  difference  between  a  joint-tenancy  and  a 

tenancy 
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1604w       lentficy  hi  commoiu     Ward^  on  die  other  haodf  wis  a 

7^"  procu^i  who  well  knew  the  cflfect  of  a  seYeranoe^  and 

«w  wboy  being  aeosible  that  he  wae  himaelf  in  a  dying  statc^ 

^'^'"^       obtained  from  Keng^^  Iqr  anfiur  soggestions  and  impocw 

tHnities»  a  paper  by  which  Ktn^^  right  of  sorvivofshjp 

wai  intended  to  be  drfeated. 

From  the  very  terms  of  the  agreement,  it  could  not 
be  an  agreement  to  aever  the  jdnt-tenancy.  For  in 
what  erent  waa  the  supposed  agreement  to  take  eflfect? 
In  die  e?ent  of  Kemp  aurvifmg  Wardt  and  Ward  bavii:^ 
left  a  wilL  But  at  the  very  moment  when  that  enreat 
happened,  the  right  by  suryivorship  would  have  ao* 
crued,  and  a  severance  of  the  joint-tenancy  was  impos- 
sible. If,  therefore,  it  be  an  agreement  to  do  any 
tJbii^  it  is  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  Kemp  to  take 
no  advantage  of  his  right  oi  survivOTship^  if  it  should 
accrue^  or  rather  when  it  should  accrue,  for  there  waa 
little  doubt  who  would  be  the  survivor,  Ckmld  being  in 
a  dying  state.  This  would  be  an  agreement  in  its  nature 
unilateral;  a  baigaio,  on  the  face  of  it,  catching  and 
unconscientious  on  the  part  of  Gould. 

Supposing  it,  however,  to  be  an  agreement,  the  Plain- 
tiffii  must  stand  in  the  situation  of  a  party  seeking  the 
specific  performance  of  an  agreement;  and  the  principle 
upon  which  the  Court  uniformly  acts  is,  not  to  give 
relief  to  such  a  party,  unless  the  transaction  be,  on  bis 
part,  perfectly  fair  and  free  from  all  suspicion  of  fraud 
and  contrivance.  This  is,  at  any  rate,  an  agreement,  in 
the  terms  of  which  there  is  no  mutuality  or  reciprocity ; 
it  is  an  agreement  without  any  consideration  moving 
from  Gaidd  to  Kemp  g  and  as  no  act  was  done  amounting 
to  a  severance  of  the  joint-tenancy  at  law,  the  Court 
could  not,  consistently  with  the  principles  upon  which 
it  interposes  against  the  legal  title,  decree  the  perform- 
ance 


The  Sdkikxn^Generak  in  replj' 

This  is  not  a  suit  for  a  specific  performance,  nor  does' 
the  decree  treat  it  as  such;  the  decree  declares  the 
severance  of  die  joint-tenancy,  the  eflect  of  which  id 
to  give  one  moiety  of  the  property  in  (jjuestion  to  the 
l^laintiff,  and  the  other  moiety  to  the  Defendtot  Any 
thing  amounting  to  an  agreement  for  a  severance  is 
sufficient  to  sever  a  joint-tenancy;  and  it  is  by  no  means 
necessary  that  the  agreement  should  be  in  writing:  Jack' 
son  V.  Jackson,  {d)  In  Frewen  v.  Belfe  (^),  Lord  T^ut^ 
lew  says :  ^  a  note  will  certainly  dever  a  joint-tenancy, 
because  it  may  be  severed  by  any  contract.*'  Here,  the 
letter  is  evidence  of  a  contract;'  and  that  contract  clearly 
amounts  to  an  agreement  to  sever  the  joint-tenancy. 
The  Bank  were  not,  in  this  case,  Irregularly  made  par- 
ties ;  for  the  right  of  making  the  Bank  pard^  is  not 
taken  away  by  the  39  &  40  G.  S.  c.  S6. :  Temple  v.  The 
l^hk  of  England  {g) ;  aftd  as  Kefnp  sotd  out  2700t  of  the 

stock 

(a)  4  Rum.  2d8.  {d)  9  Vet.  591. 

\h)  6  r#«.  769.  ((f)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  2fO. 
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of  Bueh  an  agreemeiit  Want  v£  mutualitff  m  1894. 
the  teems  of  the  contract  and  the  remedy  is,  of  itMlg 
a  saflSdent  answer  to  a  claim  for  the  specific  perform** 
ance  of  an  agreement;  and  it  is  upon  this  principle  that 
an  infant  has  been  fadtd  to  be  iiaapable  of  sustabing 
a  suit  for  specific  performance :  Might  v.  BoUand  (a). 
The  Bank  of  England  were  improperly  made  parties  to 
Ibis  mti  It  is  Une  that  the  BiBuik  may  be  made  parties, 
notwitfastandii^  the  statutes  S9&  40  G*  S» «.  S§^ ;  Temple 
V.  The  Bank  of  England  (b) :  hot  wherever  they  ace  ukl- 
neoessarify  made  parties,  the  Court  wiU  direet  their 
costs  to  be  personally  paid  by  the  Plaintiff:  Edridg^  t« 
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18S4.  stoek  in  question  after  the  filing  of  the  bill,  it  became 
necessary  to  take  the  most  effectual  means  for  securing 
the  remainder  of  the  fund. 


April  ss.         7^  Loan  Chancellor. 

The  question  which  arises  in  this  case  is,  whether  or 
not  the  joint-tenancy  of  Kemp  and  JVard  was  severed. 
There  are  two  points  made  against  the  severance;  first, 
that  the  letter  written  by  Kemp  two  days  before  WcarTa 
death  was  in  ignorance  of  his  right  of  survivorship  as 
joint-tenant,  and  was  obtained  from  him  by  the  dying 
man's  importunity,  who,  being  a  professional  man,  was 
aware  ofKenqfs  rights,  of  which  Kemp  himself  was  not; 
mid,  secondly,  that  the  letter  being  prospective,  and  only 
importing  an  agreement  to  sever  the  joint-tenancy  after 
Ward^s  decease,  when  the  whole  estate  would  be  in 
Kempf  this  was  such  an  agreement  as  this  Court  would 
not  carry  into  effect  against  the  legal  title  which  accrued 
by  the  right  of  survivorship. 

Upon  the  first  ground  it  is  contended,  that  the  Court 
ought  not  to  interfere;  and  this  is  treated  as  a  suit  for 
specific  performance^  in  which  any  circumstance  of 
unfairness  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  or  those  under 
whom  he  claims,  or  even  any  circumstance  of  hardship 
in  the  Defendant's  situation  will  incline  the  Court  not 
to  interfere,  but  to  leave  the  party  to  his  legal  remedy  in 
damages. 

It  is  needless  to  stop  here  and  examine  whether  or 
not  this  be  truly  a  bill  for  a  specific  performance' 
though  I  certainly  have  no  great  doubt  on  that  part  of 
the  case.  But  supposing  it  were  such  a  bill,  there  is 
no  evidence  at  all  of  the  matter  suggested,  except  that 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Ward  was  a  prootor,  and  died  two  days  aflsr  the  18S4» 
date  of  the  letter ;  facts  which  are  not  denied.  Nothing 
could  be  more  perilous  in  the  administration  of  justice, 
than  to  countenance  such  unsupported  statements  or 
surmises,  and  give  "weight  to  them  in  regulating  the 
course  of  judicial  decisions. 

Is  there  then  any  thing  in  the  second  point  to  make  the 
sevenmoe  of  the  joint«tenancy  questionable  ?  That  joint* 
tenancy  is  not  ftvoured  in  equity  is  certain ;  and  Lord 
Tktarlam^  in  Fremen  v.  Belfe{a\  has  expressly  said  that 
a  note  will  woric  the  severance,  because  it  may  be  severed 
by  any  contract;  and  he  adds,  *^  if  the  defendants  said 
in  their  answer  diat  they  agreed  to  do  so,  I  should 
construe  them  to  have  done  an  act  sufficient  to  sever.** 
This  shews  that  the  bare  agreement  has  the  force  of 
actual  severance,  and  that  the  severance  is  held  to  be 
executed,  though  there  exists  only  an  agreement  which 
is  as  yet  unperformed ;  and  it  will  presently  be  seen  that 
the  same  doctrine  is  generally  recognised. 

It  was  contended,  however,  that  this  agreement  was 
only  to  take  effect  in  the  event  of  Kemp  surviving  Ward; 
that  his  survivorship,  at  the  instant  of  fVarffs  decease, 
vested  the  whole  estate  in  possession  in  him,  as  having 
survived  his  companion;  and  that,  consequently,  the 
agreement  or  letter  fails  to  afiect  the  estate. 

It  is  certainly  undoubted  law  that  a  joint-tenant  can- 
not devise  even  his  own  share;  for  as  the  will  cannot 
take  effect  until  his  decease,  and  at  that  instant  the 
share  vests  in  his  companion,  so  were  he  even  to  devise 
to  his  companion,  he  would  take,  not  by  force  of  the 

devise 

(a)  2  Bro,  C.  C.  220. 

Vol.  II.  Y 
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1834.       devise,  but  by  the  survivorship,  and  would  be  in  of  the 
^  Q^'  original  estate.     This  is  quite  clear,  and  so  it  is  laid 

V.  down  by  Litiletan{a)  and  Lord  C€ke{b\  as  well  as  in  a 

case  of  Swift  v.  Roberts  (c),  where  the  bearings  of  the 
subject  were  well  considered  in  two  full  arguments* 
But  it  is  equally  clear  that  a  joint-tenancy  may  be 
severed  prospectively  by  one  of  two  joint-tenants,  al- 
though he  cannot  do  so  by  a  gift  to  take  eflfect  upon 
his  own  decease,  when  that  event  has  given  the  other 
the  whole  by  survivorship.  The  dictum  of  Lord  Thwriam 
in  Frenen  v.  Rdfe{d)  goes  fully  to  this  length,  and  it 
accords  with  Lord  Hardwick^n  doctrine  in  Partrieke 
V.  P(n6lett{e\  where,  though  he  laid  it  down  that  a 
declaration  that  the  joint-tenancy  should  be  severed 
was  not  enough  to  work  the  severance,  be  nevertheless 
held  that  an  agreement  to  that  effect  worked  a  sever- 
ance.  Now  agreement  always  means  something  in 
Juharo^  and  nothing  is  done  till  the  thing  be  executed ; 
yet  the  bare  agreement,  while  the  matter  rests  in  Jieri^ 
works  a  severance.  So  a  lease  by  one  joint-tenant,  to 
commence  at  his  death  and  living  his  companion,  works 
a  severance  of  the  joint-tenancy.  Com.  Dig.  Estate 
(R.  5.);  and  so  it  was  ruled  in  Clark  v.  Clark  {g\ 
where  one  of  two  joint-tenants  made  a  lease  for  eighty 
years,  if  her  companion  should  so  long  live,  to  com- 
mence at  her  decease,  and  it  was  held  that  the  joint- 
tenancy  was  severed ;  and  the  same  doctrine  is  recognised 
in  Co.  lAtt.  186.  b. 

Indeed,  the  argument  on  which  this  doubt  is  raised 
has  no  solid  foundation.  The  joint-tenant,  who  is  doing 
the  act  of  severance,  does  nothing  which  is  to  commence 

at 

(fl)  Liu.  887.  (rf)  s  Bro.  C.  C.  SSO. 

(*)  Co.  UU.  185.  b.  {e)  8  AUc,  154. 

(c)  3  BwT.  1498.  (g)  8  Vem.  893. 
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at  his  own  decease,  when  bis  power  over  bis  moiety  of  18S4* 
the  corpus  is  gone  by  the  right  of  bis  surviving  com- 
panion to  the  whole  vesting  in  possession.  He  only 
does  something  which  is  to  takee£fect  at  his  companion's 
decease,  and  when  his  own  power  over  hb  undivided 
moiety  endures  as  fiiUy  as  ever. 

I  am  clearly  of  opiuion,  therefore,  in  this  case^  that 
the  joint-tenancy  was  severed ;  and  the  decree  of  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  must  be  affirmed.  I  have  some 
doubt  whether  the  Bank  were  properly  made  parties, 
and  I  think  therefore  that  no  part  of  the  costs  of  the 
Bank  ought  to  be  paid  by  the  Defendants. 


Y2 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


^^  BICK  tfc  MOTLY. 

Jan,  80* 

Where  the       W^  ^^  order  made  in  this  cause,  the  Master  was  di- 

J^JJ^g^ds  a   "^  rected  to  take  the  usual  accounts  of  the  personal 

fact  inyolving,  estate  of  the  testatrix  in  the  cause;  and,  amongst  other 

^fpracSce     things,  to  ascertain  and  state  the  amount  of  the  debts 

of  the  Court,   due  to  the  estate  of  the  testatrix  from  the  Defendants 

a  particular 

conseqaence,    James  Motijf  and  John  Togvoellj  executors  of  th^  tes- 

l^^Tthi"  tatrix,  who  had  both  become  bankrupts;  and  to  state 

fact  BO  found,  what  sums  ought  to  be  proved  under  their  respective 

ffTOund  of  ex^  commissions.     And  the  Master  was  to  be  at  liberty  to 

ceptioD,  that     state  any  special  circumstances  relative  to  the  outstand- 

quence  is  not    ^^g  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix,  and  to  the  debts  or 

stated  in  the    Jebt  due  from  the  Defendants  James  Motbf  and  John 

ilie  Master  TogmeU^  and  which  ought  to  be  proved  under  the  said 

JjUJJ*^^*^^  commissions  respectively,  as  he  might  think  proper. 

had,  by  signing 

inIIbW^<?       The  Master  found  that,  upon  the  receipts  and  pay- 

other  to  re»      ments  of  James  Motly  as  executor,  there  was  a  balance 

kwpngtotSe   ^f  741/.  7s.  li,  which  was  due  fixim  him  to  the  estate 

estate  of  their  of  the  testatrix,  and  ought  to  be  proved  under  his  com- 

tbey  were  both  inission;  and  that  upon  the  receipts  and  payments  of 

Imely  in-        jr^j;,  Togwell  as  executor,  there  was  due  to  the  estate  of 

debted  to  that  . 

estate;  and       the  testatrix  a  balance  of  665L  2s.  Sd.^  which  ought  in 

^^^  ^?  S°b    ^^^^  manner  to  be  proved  under  his  commission.     And 

them  were       he  found  that,  after  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  the  De- 

able  under^     fendants  James  Motly  and  John  Togwell,  as  executors 

their  respec-     of  the  said  testatrix,  or  one  of  them,  with  the  knowledge, 

tive  conunis-  ,  ,     .  >,    , 

sions,  both       consent,  and  approbation  of  the  other  of  them,  placed 

executors         q^  caused  to  be  placed  to  the  joint  account  of  the  exe- 
having  become 

bankrupt :  cutors, 

Held,  tiiat  in- 
terest at  5  per  cent,  as  the  consequence  of  the  devattavU,  was  to  be  added  to  the 
principal  sums  found  to  be  proveable  against  the  bankrupt  estates  of  the  executors. 
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cators,  in  the  banking-house  of  Messrs.  Pitt  and  Co., 
bankers,  Cbeltenhamy  divers  sums  of  money,  being  part 
of  the  personal  estate  o£  the  testatrix.  And  he  found 
that  on  the  20th  day  of  October  1824  John  Togwdlj  as 
one  of  such  executors,  received  from  the  said  bank  the 
sum  of  100/.  under  the  joint  cheque  of  himself  and 
James  Motly^  the  said  John  TogweU  being  at  that  time 
largely  indebted  to  the  testatrix's  estate.  And  he  found 
that  James  Motly  thereby  became  liable  for  such  sun)  of 
100/.,  and  that  the  same  ought  to  be  proved  under  the 
commission  of  bankrupt  against  James  Molkff  in  addition 
to  the  aforesaid  balance  of  741/.  7s.  Id.  And  he  fiirther 
found  that  James  Motly,  as  one  of  such  executorsy  re- 
ceived from  the  said  bank,  under  the  joint  cheque  of 
himself  and  Join  TogweU^  several  sums  of  money,  from 
September  1824,  to  January  1828,  making  together  the 
sum  of  600/.  And  he  found,  that  at  the  times  the  said 
several  sums  of  money  were  paid  to  James  Motfyf  the 
said  James  Motly  was  largely  indebted  to  the  testatrix's 
estate;  and  that  John  TogweU  thereby  became  liable  for 
such  several  sums,  amounting  together  to  the  sum  of 
600/.;  and  that  the  same  ought  to  be  proved  under  the 
commission  against  John  TogweU,  in  addition  to  the 
aforesaid  balance  of  6651.  2s.  5d. 

On  the  cause  coming  on  for  further  directions,  Mr. 
CRomiUj/f  for  the  Plaintiffs,  submitted,  that  as  the  Master 
had  found  that  Motly  and  TogweU  had  respectively  com- 
mitted a  devastavit  upon  the  testatrix's  estate,  Motly  by 
enabling  TogweU  to  get  into  his  possession  the  sum  of 
100/.,  and  TogweU  by  enabling  Motly  to  possess  himsdf 
of  600/.,  the  Defendants'  estates  ought  respectively  to 
be  charged  with  interest  at  5  per  cent.,  upon  the  sums 
so  permitted  to  be  improperly  drawn  out ;  and  he  cited 
Tebbs  V.  Carpentei^  (a),  and  Undepiaoood  v.  Stevens,  (b)  In 

this 
{a)  1  Mad.  290.  (A)  1  Met.  7 1 2* 

Y  3 
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1885.  this  case  the  finding  of  the  Master  charged  each  exe- 
cutor with  a  devastavit^  and  their  respective  estates  were 
consequently  liable,  according  to  the  practice  of  the 
Court,  to  pay  interest  at  5  per  cent.  The  Plaintiffs 
were,  therefore,  entitled  to  a  reference  back  to  the 
Master  to  calculate  interest  at  5  per  cent,  on  the  sums 
found  to  have  been  improperly  drawn  out 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Shm^^  contriy  contended 
that,  as  the  Master  had  expressly  found  that  the  prin- 
cipal sums  drawn  out  ought  to  be  proved  against  the 
estates  of  the  bankrupts  in  addition  to  the  balances 
before  ibund  to  be  due,  and  as  no  exception  had  been 
taken  to  the  Master's  report,  the  Plaintiffs  were  not  now 
entitled  to  claim  any  interest,  still  less  interest  at  5  per 
cent.,  by  way  of  penalty  for  an  act  not  amounting,  for 
anything  that  appeared  upon  the  report,  to  more  than 
an  act  of  negligence.  As  far  as  the  sum  of  100/.  was 
concerned,  the  expense  of  the  reference  back  to  the 
Master  to  calculate  the  interest  would  exceed  tenfold 
the  amount  of  interest  when  calculated.  There  was  no 
precedent  for  an  executor  being  charged  with  interest  at 
5  per  cent,  for  having  permitted  bis  co-executor  to  re- 
ceive motley;  more  esi)ecially  where  the  estate  of  the 
executor,  against  which  the  interest  was  to  be  charged, 
was  a  bankrupt  estate. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.* 

The  Master  by  his  report,  after  stating  the  balances 
due  from  the  estate  of  each  executor  upon  his  receipts 
and  payments,  as  executor,  finds  specially  that  Motli^ 
enabled  his  co-executor  Togwell  to  receive  firom  a  par- 
ticular banking-house,  under  the  joint  cheque  of  Motfy 
and  Togwdl,  the  sum  of  100/.  belonging  to  the  estate  of 

the 

♦  SuCPepys. 
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the  testatrix,  at  a  time  when  Togwell  was  largely  in- 
debted to  that  estate ;  and  that  Togwell  enabled  Motly 
to  receive,  under  like  joint  cheques,  seyeral  sums  of 
money  belonging  to  the  estate  of  the  testatrix,  amount- 
ing in  the  whole  to  600/.,  when  MMy  was  largely  in- 
debted to  that  estate;  and  he  finds  that  those  sums  of 
100/.  and  600/.  ought  to  be  proved  against  the  bank- 
rupts' estates  respectively,  in  addition  to  the  balances 
before  found  due  upon  their  receipts  and  payments. 
Where  the  facts  are  so  clearly  stated  in  a  report,  as 
necessarily  to  involve  a  particular  consequence,  it  is 
for  the  Court  to  act  upon  the  facts  so  reported,  and  it 
would  not  be  a  proper  ground  of  exception  that  the 
Master  had  omitted  to  point  out  the  consequence. 
Here  the  Master  has  found  that  in  respect  of  tlie  sums 
of  100/.  and  600/.,  the  executors  have,  each  of  them, 
committed  a  devastavit  i  and,  according  to  the  uniform 
practice  of  the  Court,  each  of  the  executors  is  charge- 
able with  interest  at  5  per  cent,  upon  the  sums  which 
he  enabled  his  co-executor  to  receive. 


315 


1855. 


An  order  was  made,  that  interest  at  5  per  cent,  should 
be  added  to  the  principal  sums  of  100/.  and  600/.,  to  be 
proved  against  the  bankrupts'  estates  respectively ;  and 
that,  in  case  the  parties  should  differ  as  to  the  amount  of 
the  interest,  it  should  be  referred  back  to  the  Master  to 
calculate  the  same. 


Y  4 
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Rolls. 
Jan,  31. 

The  Court 
will  Dot  io- 
terfere  in 
questions  aris- 
ing upon  the 
practice  of 
retainer. 

A  motion 
for  an  injunc- 
tion to  restrain 
a  particular 
counsel,  who 
had  acted  for 
the  Defend- 
ants, firom 
acting,  at  a 
subsequent 
stage  of  the 
proceedings, 
on  behalf  of 
the  Plaintifis 
from  whom 
he  had  re- 
ceived a  re- 
tainer, was 
refused 


BAYLIS  V.  GROUT. 

^T^HIS  was  a  motion  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants  in 
the  cause,  one  of  the  objects  of  which  was  to  obtain 
an  injunction  to  restrain  Mr.  Kinderdet/  from  acting  as 
counsel  for  the  Plaintiffs,  from  whom  he  had  received  a 
retainer  since  his  promotion  to  the  rank  of  King^s  coun- 
sel, on  the  ground  that  Mr.  Kinderdey  had  drawn  the 
answer  to  the  bill,  and  had  otherwise  acted  in  the  pro- 
gress of  the  suit  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants. 

Mr.  Bickersiethf  with  reference  to  this  part  of  the  motion, 
sud  that,  although  the  law  or  practice  of  retainer  was  a 
subject  not  altogether  free  from  obscurity,  and  there  was 
some  doubt  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  to  inter* 
fere  with  matters  relating  to  the  retaining  of  particular 
counsel,  yet,  if  any  rule  upon  this  subject  could  be  held 
to  be  clear  and  reasonable,  it  was  that  where  a  counsel 
had,  by  reason  of  the  part  he  had  taken  in  a  particular 
suit,  possessed  himself  of  a  knowledge  of  the  case  of  the 
party  for  whom  he  acted,  he  ought  not  to  receive  a  re* 
tainer  from,  or  afford  his  assistance  to  the  opposite  side, 
without  giving  notice  to  the  party  for  whom  he  had 
previously  acted*  In  Cholmmhdeley  v.  Clinton  (a),  it  was 
said  by  Sir  Samuel  RomiUy^  in  the  argument,  that  great 
laxity  prevailed  at  the  bar  as  to  retainers,  and  that  a 
difficulty,  when  it  occurred,  was  usually  referred  to  some 
other  counsel ;  and  Lord  Eldan^  in  his  judgment,  made 
the  following  observations:  —  **  The  practice  of  the  bar 


m 


(a)  1 9  Fes,  S6 1 .  and  Coop,  80. ; 
and  see  Ex  parte  Eltee,  Mon- 
tagu^i  Ca,  in  Bankntpicy^  69., 


and  Ex  parte  Uoyd,  in  the  note 
to  that  case. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  S17 

in  my  time  was  tbis ;  if  a  retainer  was  sent  by  a  party 
against  whom  the  counsel  bad  been  employed,  tbe  re- 
tainer being  in  a  cause  between  tbe  same  parties,  tbe 
counsel,  before  accepting  it,  sent  to  hii  former  client 
stating  tbe  circumstance,  and  giving  bim  tbe  option. 
That  has,  I  believe,  been  relaxed ;  and  the  course  is  as 
it  has  been  represented  at  the  bar.  I  do  not  admit  that 
he  is  bound  to  accept  tbe  new  brief.  My  opinion  is, 
that  he  ought  not,  if  be  knows  any  thing  that  may  be 
prgudicial  to  his  former  client,  to  accept  the  new  brie^ 
though  that  client  refused  to  retain  him.*'  In  the  present 
case,  the  Defendants  insisted  that  a  particular  counsd, 
who  had  acted  on  their  behalf  in  tbe  previous  proceed- 
ings, had  obtained  such  a  knowledge  of  their  case  as 
could  not  but  be  prejudicial  to  them,  if  he  gave  his  pro- 
fessional assistance  to  tbe  other  side ;  and,  in  that  state 
of  circumstances,  Lor4  Eldan's  opinion  went,  undoubt- 
edly, to  a  distinct  recognition  of  the  propriety  and  rea- 
sonableness of  the  present  application. 

Tke  Master  of  the  R0LI.S*,  without  calling  upon 
tbe  other  side  to  argue  this  part  of  tbe  motion,  said 
that,  as  tbe  Defendants  had  not  taken  the  usual  means  of 
securing  tbe  professional  assistance  of  Mr.  KindersUy^ 
the  Court  could  not  interfere.  The  case  cited  went  itself 
to  show  Lord  Eldoris  opinion,  that  the  Court  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  interfere  in  questions  arising  upon  the 
practice  of  retainer. 

•  Sir  C.  Pcpyi. 
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Rolls.  In  the  Matter  of  EVANS. 

Feb.  9. 

An  estate,  of    raiHE  petitioners  were  five  infant  sisters,  upon  whom 
which  il.  died      1  #.      •  .  ■      i    .     .       •         »«..... 

seised  in  fee,  certain  estates,   of  which   their  brother   WtUum 

descended        Harris  JEc«iu,.an  infant  of  the  aire  of  seven  years,  died 
upon  A.%  five       ,         .  °  j      ^ 

infant  sisters,    seised  in  fee^  had  descended.     William  Harris  Evans 

wdmothiLof  ^^^  ^^  ^®  ^**  of  June  J  833;  and  Thomas  Evans^  and 
the  infiuits       Margaret  his  wife^  the  fiither  and  mother  of  the  infants, 
S5.^tbe  were  both  Uving. 
estate  of  the 

consequenuy        By  ^^  order  made  on  a  petition  presented  on  behalf 

^^®  ^^  ^^  ^®  infants  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them  to  make 

the  birth  of  a  a  lease  of  the  descended  estates,  under  the  1 IV*  4.  c.  65., 

^^vwhM.  ^°^^Q'^>  **  ^  ^^^  ''^^  consolidating  and  amending  the 

that  the  in-  Law  relating  to  property  belonging  to  Infants,"  &c,  it 

seised  of  or  ^^  referred  to  the  Master  to  inquire  whether  they 

entitled  to  were  entitled  to  the  premises  for  an  estate  in  fee  within 

land  in  tee,  ,               .         <<  i 

within  the  uie  meanmg  of  that  act 

meaning  of 

the  1  W.  4. 

c.65.«.  17.  The  seventeenth  section  of  the  1  fr.4.  c.65.  enacts, 

— *<  That  where  any  person,  being  an  infant  under  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  is  or  shall  be  seised  or  possessed 
of  or  entitled  to  any  land  in  fee,  or  in  tail,  or  to  any  lease- 
hold land  for  an  absolute  interest,  and  it  shall  appear  to 
the  Court  of  Chancery  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  such 
person  that  a  lease  or  under-lease  should  be  made  of 
such  estates  for  terms  of  years,  for  encouraging  the 
erection  of  buildings  thereon,  or  for  repairing  buildings 
actually  being  thereon,  or  the  working  of  mines,  or 
otherwise  improving  the  same,  or  for  farming  or  other 
purposes,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  infant  or  hb 
guardian  in  the  name  of  such  infant,  by  the  direction  of 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  to  be  signified  by  an  order  to  be 

made 
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made  in  a  summary  way  upon  the  petition  of  such  infant        1885. 
or  his  guardian,  to  make  such  lease  of  the  land  of  such  -    a,'  ^Matter 
persons  respectively,  or  any  part  thereof,  according  to      ofETANs. 
bis  or  her  interest  therein  respectively,  and  to  the  nature 
of  the  tenure  of  such  estates  respectively,  for  such  term 
or  terms  of  years,  and  subject  to  such  rents  and  cove- 
nants OS  the  said  Court  of  Chancery  shall  direct."     It 
was  objected  before  the  Master  that,  as  the  infant  sisters 
were  not  *  absolutely  heirs,  their  estate  being  liable  to 
be  defeated  by  the  birth  of  a  son,  or  afiected  by  the  birth 
of  a  daughter  or  daughters  of  the  father  and  mother, 
they  were  not  seised  of  or  entitled  to  land  in  fee  within 
the  meaning  of  this  section ;  and  the  Master  found,  that 
they  were  not  so  seised  or  entitled. 

The  present  petition  was  presented  for  the  purpose  of 
having  it  referred  back  to  the  Master  to  review  his 
report;  or  to  settle  a  lease,  if  the  Court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  Master's  report  was  erroneous. 

Mr.  Rogers^  in  support  of  the  petition. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  f  said,  that  as  the  infant 
petitioners  had  not,  at  present,  an  indefeasible  estate  of 
injieritance,  though  they  might  acquire  such  estate,  he 
was  of  opinion  that  the  Master  was  right  in  finding  that 
they  were  not  seised  of  or  entitled  to  land  in  fee  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act. 

*  See  Co.  Lkt,  s.  5.  11.  b.  through   him;    and    the   land 

Shellej^*  case,  1  Co.  95.  h.,  and  would,   in  the   case   reported^ 

Xirton*s  case,  Cro.  Car.  87.    But  ascend  to  the  father.    The  el&- 

now  by  the  3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  106.  venth  section  of  that  act  pro- 

«.  6.  every  lineal  ancestor  is  ren-  vides,  that  it  shall  not  extend  to 

dered  capable  of  being  heir  to  any  descent  taking  pkce  on  the 

any  of  his  issue,  in  preference  death  of  any  person  before  the 

to   collateral  persons  claiming  1st  o(  January  ISM. 

t  Sir  C.  Pepyt. 
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JS??:  LARKINS  V.  PAXTON. 

A  rim^e-con-  r  ■  iHIS  was  a  suit  insdtuted  by  simple-contract  cre- 

wbofileta    '  ditors;  and  the  assets  having  proved  insufficient 

bill  for  the        to  pay  the   specialty  creditors,  a   question  was  made^ 

of  a  testator's   whether  the  Plaintiffi  were  entided  to  their  costs, 
assets,  is  en- 
titled to  bare 
bis  cosu  oat         Mr.  Tinna/f  on  the  part  of  the  specialty  creditors, 

though  the  '    relied  upon    Young  v.  Everest  (a),  as  an  authority  to 

assets  prove      shew  that  where  a  simple-contract  creditor  filed  a  bill, 

insufficient  for 

the  payment     and  it  turned  out,  upon  the  Master's  report,  that  the 

mdk^T^^  assets  were  not  sufficient  to  pay  the  specialty  creditors, 
the  fund  was  not  to  be  further  diminished  by  the  pay- 
ment of  the  Plaintiff's  costs. 


Mr.  Pemberton,  for  the  Plaintiffs,  submitted  that  the 
decision  in  Young  v.  Everest,  if  it  was  to  be  regarded  as 
an  express  decision,  was  against  principle,  and  contrary 
to  the  course  which  had  been  uniformly  followed  by 
the  Court. 

The  "MiAm^Rofthe  Rolls*  said,  that  in  Young  ▼. 
Everest  it  was  referred  back  to  the  Master  to  continue 
the  accounts;  and  what  was  there  said  by  the  late 
Master  of  the  Rolls  could  scarcely  be  considered  as  an 
express  decision  that  a  simple-contract  creditor,  who 
filed  a  bill,  and  failed  himself  to  derive  any  benefit  from 
the  suit,  was  to  be  deprived  of  his  costs.  It  was 
contrary  to  reason,  and  to  the  uniform  practice  of  the 

Court, 
•  Sir  C,  Pepyt. 

(a)  1  Ruu,  j-  Mf^ne^  4SS. 
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Court,  that  specialtj  creditors,  who  came  in  to  take  the  ^  1885. 
benefit  cf  a  suit  instituted  by  a  simple-contract  creditor, 
should  throw  the  burthen  of  the  costs  of  the  suit  apon 
the  simple-contract  creditor,  where  the  assets  proved  in- 
sttflBcient  for  the  full  satis&ction  of  their  claims.  The 
Plaintiffl  were,  therefore,  entitled  to  thdr  costs  out  of 
the  fund. 


BLACKWELL  v.  TATLOW.  Nai,!!!:2S. 

/\N  the  hearing  of  this  cause  in  January  1831,  the  Tbesberiff*! 

^^  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs.     The  costs  of  the  Ju^n'^Md 

Defendants  George  Wilson  and  William  Wilson  having  rescue  it  a  suf- 

been  taxed  at  133/.  145.  llrf.,  a  writ  of  attachment  tkhSLfSfi-* 

directed  to   the  sheriflT  of  Derbyshire   was  afterwards  davit,  for  an 

_  .         »,,..,.         »^       ,         ^,    f      «    1        ij        awolute  order 

issued  against   Wtlltam  Bumkam  Blackwell  the  eider,  ofcoramit- 

who  was  one  of  the  PlaintiflTs,  for  non-payment  of  that  J^^  ^^'  ^^ 
sum.  To  this  writ  a  special  return  was  made  by  the  where  a 
sherifl^  beginning  in  these  terms:  — "  By  virtue  of  the  ^"^lyj^ con- 
annexed  writ,  to  me  directed  and  delivered,  I  have  tempt  for  dis- 
made  my  mandate  to  the  bailifi*  of  the  liberty  of  the  order^fs  uken 
hundred  of  Scarsdale  in  my  county,  to  attach  William  i"^  ^^^^. 
Btumham  BlackweU  in  the  said  writ  named,  which  said  to  the  Fleet 

Miff  hath  the  full  return  of  all  writs  and  process,  and  fo' a<^ontcmpt 

'  'in  effecting  a 

the  execution  of  the  same  within  the  liberty  aforesaid,  rescue,  the 

so  that  no  execution  of  the  same  can  be  made  by  me  ^*|ieli[  xo 

within  the  said  liberty,  which  said  bailiff  hath  returned  apply  to  both 

to  me  as  follows: — viz.    By  virtue  of  the   annexed  and^both mait 

mandate  to  me  directed,  I,  William  Nichdson^  the  bailiff  ^/^'^^ 

of  the  hundred   of  Scarsdale^  in  which   hundred  the  party  can  be 

Defendant  discharged; 
^  and  subse- 
quent orders  up  to  a  sequestration,  proceedbg  upon  such  commitment^  are  not 
vitiated  because  they  refer  to  the  original  contempt  only. 
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18SS*  Defendant  (a)  resides,  together  with  two  assistants,  went 
to  the  house  of  William  Bumham  Blackwdl  the  elder, 
the  Defendant  in  the  said  mandate  named,  on  Saturday 
evening  the  28th  day  of  January  last,  there  being  not 
the  slightest  probability  of  succeeding  in  any  endeavour 
to  attach  the  said  Defendant  in  the  daytime  or  other- 
wise than  by  taking  him  by  surprise."  The  bailiff's 
return  went  on  to  state  in  detail  the  circumstances  under 
which,  at  a  late  hour  of  the  night,  and  after  a  violent 
scuffle,  the  capture  of  the  Plaintiff  in  his  dwelling-house 
was  made  by  the  bailiff  and  two  assistants,  and  the  mode 
in  which,  in  consequence  of  the  force  and  violence  of  the 
Plaintiff  himself,  and  the  different  members  of  his  family, 
several  of  whom  assaulted  the  officers,  and  wounded  one 
of  them  severely  with  a  knife^  a  rescue  was  effected,  and 
the  Plaintiff  eventually  made  his  escape.  The  return 
proceeded  as  follows:  —  **  and  I  have  not  since  been 
able  to  find  the  said  Defendant  so  as  to  attach  him  as 
by  the  said  mandate  I  am  commanded.  The  answer  of 
WiUiam  Nicholson^  bailiff.  The  answer  of  Sir  Charles 
Hemy  Cdville,  Knight,  Sheriff.'' 

On  the  motion  of  Sir  E.  Sugdeth  who  produced  and 
read  the  sheriff's  return  in  court,  aind  cited  the  follow- 
ing cases  in  support  of  his  application,  Frederick 
V.  David  {b);  Sambroke  v.  Ekins{c);  Van  v.  Price  (d); 
Elliot  V.  Halmarack  {e) ;  the  Lord  Chancellor  granted  an 
ex  parte  order  for  a  serjeant  at  arms  against  William 
Bumham  Blackwell  the  elder.  The  order  bore  date 
the  8th  of  May  18S2,  and  was  in  these  terms:  **  Upon 
opening  of  the  matter,  &c.  it  was  alleged,  that  an  attach- 
ment having  issued  against  the  Plaintiff  William  Bumham 

Blackwell^ 

(a)  This  was  an  inaccuracy  in  (6)  i  Vem,  544. 

the  return,  W.  B.JSiackwell  hav-  (c)  1  Dick.  68. 

ing  been  a  plaintiff  and  not  a  (<Q  I  Dick.  9i. 

defendant  in  the  suit  (e)  1  Mer.SOS, 
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Miciwett,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Derbyshire  for  not        1888. 

paying  the  sum  of  183/.  14<.  Wd.  for  costs,  pursuant  to 

an  order  dated  the  28th  day  o{  January  1831,  and  the 

report  of  Mr.  Cross  one  of  the  Masters  of  this  court, 

dated  the  4tii  day  of  July  1831,  the  said  sheriff  made  the 

following  return  to  the  said  attachment^'     The  order 

then  stated  the  return  verbatim  as  above  set  forth,  and 

proceeded :  *'  It  was  therefore  prayed  that  the  serjeant 

at  arms  attending  this  court  may  take  the  said  Plaintiff 

William  Bumham  Blackwell  the  elder,  into  his  custody, 

and  bring  him  to  the  bar  of  this  court  to  answer  his 

^aid  contempt,  which,  upon  hearing  the  said  return  read, 

b  ordered  accordingly,  and  thereupon  such  further  order 

shall  be  made  as  shall  be  just** 

In  pursuance  of  this  order,  the  Plaintiff  was  brought 
to  the  bar  of  the  court,  and  the  following  order,  dated 
the  26th  day  of  May  1882,  was  thereupon  made  by  the 
Vice-Chancellor:  ~  <«  The  Plaintiff,  William  Bumham 
Blackwell  the  elder,  having  this  day  been  brought  up  to 
the  bar  of  this  court  by  the  serjeant  at  arms  attending 
this  courts  for  not  paying  the  sum  of  138/.  145.  lldL  for 
costs,  pursuant  to  an  order,  &&,  and  still  persisting 
therein :  It  is  ordered,  that  the  said  Plainti£^  WiUiam 
Bumham  Blackwell  the  elder,  be  turned  over  to  the 
prison  of  the  Fleet,  and  do  remain  therein  until  he 
shall  pay  the  said  sum  of  183/.  145.  lie/.,  pursuant  to 
the  said  order  and  report,  clear  his  contempt,  and  this 
Court  make  other  order  to  the  contrary." 

On  the  5th  of  July^  1832,  a  further  order  was  made, 
which  after  reciting  the  several  previous  orders,  pro* 
ceeded  as  follows: — **  That  it  appears  by  the  certificate 
of  the  warden  of  His  Majesty's  prison  of  the  Fleet,  that 
the  said  William  Bumham  Blackwell  the  elder  is  a  pri- 
soner in  the  said  prison  for  his  said  contempt     It  is 

there- 


9t4 
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Aereupon  ordered  that  a  commission  of  sequastration 
do  issae^  directed  to  certaia  commissioners  to  be  therein 
named,  to  aequester  die  said  PlamtiflPs  personal  estate 
and  the  rents,  issoes,  and  profits  of  his  real  estates,  until 
he  shall  pay  the  snm  of  ISSL  14$.  lid.  to  the  smd  De- 
fendants, mOiam  WUaon  and  George  WUson^  clear  hia 
contempt^  and  this  Comrt  make  other  order  to  the 
ooBtmry." 

On  the  19th  oijuly  foUowbg,  a  writ  of  sequestration 
issaed  accordingly,  directed  to  certain  commissioners 
therein  named. 

Mr.  Pepj/s  and  Mr.  J.  Russell  now  moved  on  behalf 
of  William  Bumham  Blackwdl  the  elder,  that  the  three 
several  orders  of  the  8th  day  of  May^  1832,  the  26th  day 
of  Jfoy,  18S2,  and  the  5th  day  of  Jti/y,  1832  respectively, 
and  also  the  sequestration  issued  by  virtue  of  the  last- 
mentioned  order,  might  be  discharged  for  irregularity, 
with  costs. 

The  various  grounds  on  which  the  application  was 
supported  are  stated  and  discussed  in  the  judgment 

Sir  E.  Sugden  opposed  the  motion. 


A*©©.  25.  Tke  Lord  Chancellor. 

Although  in  this  case  much  attention  was  given  to 
the  form  of  the  proceeding  when  the  order  was  made, 
m  Min/  1832,  for  the  seijeant  at  arms,  yet  the  great 
importance  of  all  questions  affecting  the  liberty  of  the 
subject,  has  called  for  a  full  reconsideration  of  the 
matter  upon  the  motion  for  discharging  that  order  and 
the  two  subsequent  orders  of  the  Vice-Chancellor,  sup- 
ported as  that  motion  was  with  great  learning  and 
ability. 

The 
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The  order  for  the  serjeant  begins  with  stating  the  18dS. 
issuing  of  an  attachment  for  not  paying  the  sum  of  ISSL 
and  a  fraction,  pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  Court  and 
report  of  the  Master:  it  then  sets  forth  the  sheriff  of 
DerbyAMs  return,  which  consists  in  a  mandaoi  baUivo 
and  the  bailiff's  return,  the  sheriff  stating  that  the 
bailiff  has  the  exclusive  return  of  writs  within  the 
liberty  of  Scarsdale,  in  his  bailiwick.  The  bailiff's 
return  is,  that  he  made  a  caption  of  the  Plaintiff  within 
the  franchise,  and  on  a  day  and  at  an  hour  stated ;  but 
tfiat  he  was  rescued  by  force,  accompanied  with  much 
indecent  violence,  and  in  circumstances  amounting  to  a 
high  and  even  aggravated  contempt  of  the  process  of 
the  Court  and  its  oflScers.  It  adds,  that  the  party  so 
rescued  made  his  escape,  and  that  the  bailiff  could  not 
find  him  so  as  to  execute  the  attachment.  **  Upon 
hearing  the  said  return  read,"  the  order  is  made,  com- 
manding the  Serjeant  at  arms  to  take  the  party  into 
custody,  and  bring  him  to  the  bar  <<  to  answer  his  said 
contempt." 

The  first  question  that  arises  is,  what  shall  be  in- 
tended by  *'  his  said  contempt ; "  and  although  the  first 
contempt  in  not  paying  is  certainly  recited  in  the  outset 
of  the  order,  yet  I  incline  to  think  that  the  other,  or  in- 
cidental contempt  of  the  rescue,  must  be  understood  as 
meant  It  is  the  last  antecedent ;  it  is  very  minutely 
described;  and,  moreover,  if  the  warrant  were  not 
issued  for  that,  a  flagrant  insult  would  be  offered  to  the 
process  of  the  Court,  without  any  means  of  vindicating 
it  unless  by  a  new  caption.  For,  suppose  the  party 
only  taken  upon  the  original  contempt,  and  in  custody 
for  no  other  offence,  he  might  clear  that  by  payment  of 
the  money,  and  must  then  be  discharged,  in  order  to.  be 
taken  again  by  a  new  warrant;  whereas,  if  he  is  taken 
for  the  second  contempt,  the  r&scue,   there  being  a 
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18M.       process  out  (br  the  first  contempt,  he  may  be  visited  for 
both  the  one  add  the  other  on  the  same  castodj. 

It  may  be  observed,  that  there  is  no  contempt  stated 
in  termsi  in  reciting  eidier  the  attachment  or  the  rescoe; 
so  that  it  is  only  by  the  legal  efiect  of  the  matters  stated 
in  both  that  the  antecedent  referred  to  is  obtmned. 
But  dmt  is  quite  sufficient ;  and  I  only  mention  the 
mode  of  recital  to  shew  that  it  is  common  to  both. 

As  for  the  return  being  in  substance  a  non  est  infOenha^ 
I  place  the  less  reliance  upon  that,  because^  altfaodgb 
there  are  precedents  for  the  scijeant  going  upon  soch  a 
return,  and  I  have  been  furnished  with  one  in  a  case 
of  T7ie  Spyai  Exchange  Assurance  Compa$y  v.  HiU{a\ 
yet  that  is  not  the  common  practice ;  and,  accordingly, 
the  plaintiff  relies  on  this  circumstance  as  aiding  the 
construction  which  he  puts  on  the  order,  and  to  which 
I  incline,  that  it  was  grounded  upon  the  rescue. 

I  wish,  therefore,  to  consider  the  regularity  of  the  pro- 
cess on  the  Plaintiff's  assumption,  and  to  meet  and  dispose 
(^the  qu»tion  he  has  raised;  whether  or  not  such  process 
is  well  issued  upon  a  return,  strictly  regular  in  all  respects^ 
of  a  caption  and  a  rescue,  but  without  any  affidavit  of 
those  facts.  My  clear  opinion  is,  that  the  process  was 
well  issued  upon  the  return  ;  and  that  this  concIusion» 
while  it  is  supported  by  principle  and  by  analogy,  is  in* 
consistent  with  no  authority,  vioktes  no  rule  of  the 
Court,  and  obviates  consequences  highly  inconvenieot» 
and  even  dangerous  to  the  practice  of  the  Court,  with- 
out occasioning  any  misdiief  whatever  to  any  party. 

As  a  general  principle,  (here  can  be  no  doubt  that 
for  contempts  of  this  nature^  consisting  in  violence  to* 

wards 
(a)  HUary  term  1761.    Kef^  Lib.  B.  foL  99. 
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W8ids  the  pffifier  or  insultf  tow^rd^  |t|ie  proQecp  of  ^^       1^89^ 
Courts  persons  can  opjy  ^  arrepl^}  m4  bro^gltit  ^fow    ijj|j]^^^ 
it  upon  a£Bdavic  of  the  &ct  charged.  p, 

9y  Jjfprd  JBaccsB^*9  77th  ord^t  contempts  4)f  spcb  ^I^d 
ir^  there  dc^^crlfied  (HS  *'  contempts  of  force  or  ill-pMr/prdf 
uppn  serving  of  process  "--^ar^  to  be  deoJIjt  with  Kfiipr 
P^9nfj,  fis  ^  commitipeni;  but  it  is  (s?Lprefsly  §W)LVfif4 
that  tb^  ^M^  be  proved  hj  affidavit :  and  i^  J^x^ 
Oar^ndw*^  ordec^  upon  convpitment  (copied  from  tbosf 
mode  a  few  jeans  beforci  during  th^  jCommonwc^tbj 
ih^  oath  (of  one  or  n^ore  persons,  in  is  taken  for  gnv^ti^ 
is  necfissarj  as  the  foundation  of  the  process,  anfi  ip 
such  a  manner  as  to  haye  rais^  a  doubt  whether,  .yi  41 
.cases  of  conj^miAment  on  motion  for  cont^uonpt,  two  wi^ 
jmep^es  be  not  ne^^essary;  a  dpubt  which  i»  suppprjted  Jbgr 
H  ca$<^  in  Jtkj/u${a\  where  the  Registrar  stated  tt^t  for 
words  contemptuous  of  the  process,  two  wi^tnesses  wer^ 
required,  jtbough  for  ^  battery,  one  might  spffice;  bw^ 
Xtord  Hardmcke  doubted  the  distinction.  I  take  lefiv^ 
Xo  iftiink  that  this  cannot  now  b^  consider^  as  law,  an^ 
ithat  4be.oath  of  a  single  witness  is  sufficient  berfy  fis  i^ 
SWrg  qth^r  pgs^  But  those  orders,  and  th^  langn^^  ip 
«th|it  and  the  other  cases,  such  as  .£r  parte  Clarke  (jb)^ 
j^nly  sh^Wi  Uiat  commitments  withwt,ai^  oath  Acy^ 
were  cpntfuqplated. 

The  genc^l  rule,  therefore^  is  unquestionably  th^t 
ther«  must  be  an  oath  (o  verify  the  ^fiicts  b^r^  tl^ 
commitmeqt  can  take  place.  But  to  this  t^erp  ,is  jf^Qfi 
w^l^Qwn  exceptioi^  where  there  is  ^idence  higher 
thfn  i^ny  testiipony,  the  contempt  beU^  conmilted  jn 
the  &ce  x>f  the  Court  (c) ;  there  it  would  be  absurd  t9 
.require  any  affidavit.    So  a  magistrate  may  .commit  % 

;a|bre^ 
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18S8.  a  breach  of  the  peace  occarring  in  his  preaenoe,  bat  if 
the  breach  be  the  subject  of  compUdnti  he  must  pro* 
ceed  upon  oath. 

I  think  that  the  present  case  affords  another  exception, 
both  upon  principle  and  upon  the  practice  of  the  courts 
of  law ;  although  the  question  has  never  been  the  sub- 
ject of  judicial  decision  in  this  place*  There  is  here  a 
return  by  the  sheriff,  the  subordinate  return  from  the 
bailiff  of  the  liberty  within  his  bailiwick  being  incor- 
porated by  him  in  his  return,  and  being  indeed  itself 
the  return  of  an  officer  who  is  quasi  sheriff  of  the 
liberty.  That  return  is  of  a  caption  being  noade  in 
the  regular  execution  of  the  process  of  the  Court  The 
return  is  regular  in  every  respect;  it  sets  forth  the 
&ct  of  the  bailiff  having  the  return  of  the  writs  within 
the  liberty  exclusivdy;  it  states  the  caption,  and  it 
states  the  rescue  in  terms,  adding  many  circumstances 
of  great  aggravation.  It  is  necessary  to  give  credit  to 
such  return  if  formally  and  solemnly  made ;  otherwise 
the  issuing  of  one  process  would  only  be  the  prelude 
to  issuing  another,  grounded  upon  the  same  kind  of 
evidence.  The  Court  does  not,  indeed,  proceed  with- 
out ground ;  it  does  not  attach  upon  a  statement  or  a 
suggestion  that  its  process  has  been  contemned  and  its 
officer  obstructed,  any  more  than  it  attaches  upon  a 
suggestion,  that  there  has  been  a  default  in  obeying  any 
of  its  orders.  It  is  agreed  that  there  must  be  some- 
thing to  shew  that  the  contempt  has  been  committed ; 
the  only  question  is,  whether  an  affidavit  is  necessary, 
and  whether  the  return  is  not  sufficient ;  and  I  think  it 
would  be  of  dangerous  consequence  to  the  process  of 
the  Court  if  the  return  were  held  insufficient.  As  for 
the  risk  or  inconvenience  to  the  party,  it  is  now  ad- 
mitted that  the  proceeding  is  ex  pafie,  and  that  though 
an  affidavit  were  required,  he  could  have  no  notice  nor 
any  opportunity  of  answering  it.    His  security,  there- 

forcy 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  ^2» 

ibne^  cannot  be  said  to  be  materially  lessened  by  sub- 
stituting in  this  e»  parte  proceeding  the  return  of  the 
sheriff  for  the  affidavit  of  the  officer  or  other  person  to 
the  facts  returned. 

The  courts  of  common  law  have  always  treated  a  r^ 
torn  of  a  rescue  as  equivalent  to  a  convicdcm.  It  was 
so  considered  in  Bex  v.  Pember  (a\  after  an  inquiry  as 
to  the  practice  of  the  Crown  Office,  the  result  of  which 
was,  that  process  issues  from  that  office  immediately 
upon  the  return,  as  upon  a  conviction.  It  was  so  con- 
sidered in  Bes  V.  Eikins  (H  where  the  only  doubt  ex- 
pteased  was  upon  the  old  practice,  cited  from  a  case  in 
Salieldf  of  fining  all  persons  returned  as  rescuing  in  the 
same  sum  in  all  cases.  That  case,  and  another  in 
Straage{c\  as  well  as  the  wfade  head  of  Bescous  (d)  in 
Corm/f/s  Digaiy  clearly  shew  that  such  returns  are  con- 
clusive, and  cannot  be  traversed ;  the  Ladjf  Bussell  and 
Wood*$  Case,  (e)  From  the  case  in  Salkdd  it  appears, 
that  affidavit  of  rescue,  in  the  Common  Pleas  at  least,  ia 
hdd  of  no  avail ;  there  must  be  a  return. 

It  would  be  a  singular  anomaly  if  that  return,  which 
is  of  such  high  avail  on  one  side  of  the  hall,  as  to  have 
the  full  force  of  a  i-ecord  of  conviction,  and  lead  to  in- 
stant execution,  were  here  to  have  no  weight  at  all.  But 
I  am  not  called  upon  to  say  whether  or  not  the  return 
made  is  traversable ;  it  is  used  only  as  the  ground  for 
attaching  the  party  and  bringing  him  before  the  Court 
to  answer  the  charge ;  it  is  not  treated  as  a  final  adju-^ 
dication,  but  in  every  respect  as  mesne  process.  He  b 
brought  before  the  Court  accordingly,  and  he  has  then 
an  opportunity  of  answering,  and  of  defending  himself 

Nor 

iii)Hmrdwiek^4K.B.Ca,l\9.         (d)  2>.4»5,aiMl6. 
(A)  4  J9iiiT.SlS9.  le)  Cro.  Eik,UO. 

(c)  ShetUher  t.  HoU,  1  Str.S3\ . 
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189S.  Nd^  dd  I  say,  that  lie  inay  nof^  6Ven  ttftor  he  has  bean 
ttfftidd  ov«r,  be  aided  or  relMsed  upon  aj^i^icatioti  to 
the  Court*  At  law  the  pufiidiment  b  at  once  ordered, 
and,  it  may  be,  a  fine  imposed,  which  ia  oontlttsite^  and 
the  only  remedy  of  the  party  is  by  action  for  a  false  retnm. 
H^rlf,  in  one  dense,  the  proceeding  may  hn  terttied  re- 
iliediless,'  ihasmach  as  the  arrest  is  irreroeaMei  Bat  die 
pArty  has  the  same  right  to  apply  for  his  discharge,  mad 
to  shew  that  he  ihts  n6t  gm'hy  of  the  oontanpt,  as  he 
Would  have  if  (jomniitfed  upon  affidavit;  moreover,  he 
baa  th«  ^ame  kind  of  r^ress  against  thoae^  through 
whose  Misrepresentation  he  has  been  comaritted,  for  the 
Court  win,  on  cause  shewn,  refer  it  to  the  Master  to  id- 
4uit^  how  Ikr  be  ha^  been  injured. 

it  li  not,  thetefere^  contended,  that  the  return  id  bittding 
iip6ri  the  Court  as  at  law,  and  that  it  amounts  to  a  jodg- 
ihent,  lipon  Whieh  execution  tnast  inauntly  fbllow ;  bat 
only  that  it  entities  the  Court  to  bring  the  party  befi>re 
it,  and  put  him  tipon  his  defence.  Instead  of  giving  the 
return  the  greatest  farce  known  in  the  law,  that  bf  the 
record  of  a  final  judgment,  I  only  give  it  the  least  force, 
that  of  the  foundation  of  mesne  process. 

Nelthet"  do  I  say,  that  any  return  of  a  contempt  not 
amounting  to  a  rescue  would  have  even  this  force. 
Unless  a  Caption  and  rescue  wei^  actually  returned,  the 
case  Would  not  be  brought  within  the  authorities  at  law ; 
ahd  a  Mum  of  such  a  contempt  as  rendered  it  impossible 
to  execnte  the  process  may  come  within  the  same  prin- 
ciple. Whether  or  not  that  would  be  sufficient  with- 
out affidavit,  I  am  not  called  upon  in  this  case  to  decide. 
Upon  principle  I  can  see  no  diflbrence ;  but  there  is  no 
authority  to  warrant  me  in  so  extending  the  rule.  All 
other  contempts  of  ike  process  of  the  Court,  however 
gross,  must,  upon  the  authority  of  the  rules  And  of  the 

cases 
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in  tluB  Court,  be  deak  with  by  eyideace  upoa       1SS8. 
oath;  that  k^  by  affidavit. 

A  little  consideration  will  at  once  shew  that  there  is 
BoChing  in  the  judgment  I  am  now  giving  inconsistent 
with  the  authorities  to  which  I  referred  in  the  outset, 
wfaetbar  of  the  orders  or  of  the  decisions.  None  of  thesa 
oontemplate  the  ease  of  a  rescue  returned  by  the  sheriff 
or  indeed  of  any  contempt  returned  at  all.  liord 
jBdwon's  stventyHiev«ith  order  plainly  supposes  the  only 
evadsBce  before  the  Court  to  be  an  affidavit  of  a  con- 
tempt towards  the  procto  of  the  Court,  and  it  makes  no 
provision  fer  the  case  of  that  contempt  appearing  on  the 
iwce  of  the  return.  Moreover,  it  makes  the  commitment 
proceed  <*  forthwith/'  upon  such  affidavit,  whereas  in 
other  contempts,  as  disobedience  of  decrees,  &c.  the 
affidavit  only  entitles  the  Court  to  attach,  for  the  pur^ 
psse  of  examining  the  party  touching  his  offence.  The 
foioe  which  I  am  now  attributing  to  a  return  of  the 
former  and  worse  sort  of  contempt,  is  no  greater  than 
the  order  gives  to  an  affidavit  in  the  latter  and  lighter 
kind;  and  much  less  than  the  order  gives  to  an  affidavit 
in  the  worse  kbd. 

The  like  observation  is  applicable  to  Lord  Clarefidon*s 
orders  touching  commitment 

In  the  anonymous  case  in  Ath/ns  (a),  and  in  Ex  parte 
Clarke  {b)^  there  was  no  return  at  all :  and  nothing  was 
there  said  as  to  the  effect  of  a  return.  Nor  must  it  be 
forgotten,  that  in  the  latter  case  the  order  for  commit- 
ment is  made  upon  affidavit,  and  absolute  in  the  first 
instance,  without  bearing  the  party.  Surely  then  it  is 
not  at  all  inconsistent  with  this  to  hold  that  a  regular 

return 
(a)  5  Aik.  S19.  {h)  1  Run.  ^  Myhe,  S68. 
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1838.       return  of  a  contempt  justifies  the  Court,  not  in  com- 
*   '  '  ■         mitting  absolutely  without  hearing,  but  in  bringing  the 
party  before  it  to  answer  the  allegation. 


V, 

Tatlow. 


I^  therefore^  the  warrant  was  well  issued  to  the 
seijeant,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  in  lawful  custody  when 
brought  up  to  answer  his  contempt,  there  is  no  dis- 
pute of  the  legality  of  his  commitment  for  that  con- 
tempt. He  was  then  by  an  order  of  the  Vice>Chan- 
cellor  turned  over  to  the  Warden  of  the  Fleet,  and 
thereupon,  by  another  order  of  his  Honor,  seques- 
tration was  awarded.  Both  of  those  orders,  it  is  said, 
purport  to  proceed  upon  his  being  in  custody  for  the 
original  contempt  in  not  paying  money  pursuant  to  the 
order  and  report;  whereas  he  was  in  custody  for  t&e 
incidental  contempt  which  followed,  namely,  the  rescue. 
Now,  it  is  by  no  means  correct  to  say,  that  he  was  not 
in  custody  for  the  original  contempt  also.  Assuming 
the  warrant  to  have  been  issued  for  the  rescue,  still, 
when  he  thereby  came  into  the  lawful  custody  of  the 
Court,  it  is  certain  that  be  could  not  be  discharged 
without  clearing  his  original  contempt.  He  was,  strictly 
speakings  in  custody  for  both ;  because  I  hold  it  to  be 
undeniable,  that  the  original  contempt  continuing  un- 
cleared, and  that  the  execution  of  the  warrant  to  take 
him  for  that  contempt  having  been  obstructed  by  him,  the 
caption  made  on  the  second  warrant  shall  enure  to  detain 
him  for  the  contempt  on  which  the  first  issued;  and  the 
custody  for  the  second  offence  shall  extend  to  the  first 

But  it  is  not  stated  in  either  of  the  Vice-Chancellor's 
orders,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  in  custody  for  his  original 
contempt  of  not  paying  the  money.  The  order  for 
turning  him  over  to  the  Fleet,  merely  recites  that 
he  is  brought  up  to  the  bar  of  the  Court  by  the 
Serjeant  for  not  paying  the  money,  which  is  perfecdy 

correct; 
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correct;  fot  whatever  was  the  ground  of  the  caption^  188S. 
he  might  be  brought  to  the  bar  for  not  paying  the 
money.  Suppose  he  had  suffered  imprisonment  for  a 
certain  time  in  respect  of  the  rescue ;  before  being  dis- 
charged he  would  be  obliged  to  clear  his  original  con- 
tempt, and  upon  an  order  being  made  to  discharge  him 
for  the  rescue,  as  having  been  sufficiently  punished  for 
that  oflence,  he  would,  as  of  course,  be  liable  to  be 
brought  up  for  the  other  contempt,  and  must  dear  it 
before  obtaining  his  liberation.  Again,  the  order  of 
sequestration  states,  that  the  serjeant  had  been  com- 
manded to  take  him,  and  to  bring  him  to  answer  his 
contempt  in  not  paying  the  money,  but  it  adds,  that  by 
another  order  he  was  turned  over  to  the  Fleet  till  he 
should  clear  the  original  contempt;  and  this  is  quite 
sufficient  ground  for  the  sequestration,  whatever  may 
have  been  the  warrant  upon  which  he  came  into  the 
custody  of  the  Court.  Neither  of  these  orders  of  the 
Vice-Chancellor,  therefore,  proceeds  upon  the  ground 
that  he  was  in  custody  for  the  original  contempt,  al- 
though, if  they  had,  it  by  no  means  appears  incorrect 
to  say  that,  being  taken  for  the  second  contempt,  he  was 
in  custody  for  both. 

In  any  view,  therefore,  which  can  be  taken  of  these 
orders,  and  of  the  whole  case,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  the  process  is  unimpeachable.  The  order  under 
which  the  serjeant  made  the  caption  is  in  all  respects 
strictly  correct;  and  that  by  which  the  party  was  turned 
over  to  the  Fleet,  and  then  sequestrated,  is  not  vitiated  by 
the  reference  made  in  his  Honor's  orders  to  the  original 
contempt.  It  is  needless  to  add  that,  unless  the  con-* 
stnicdon  set  up  by  the  plaintiff  is  put  upon  the  warrant 
to  the  serjeant,  namely,  that  by  **  said  contempt,"  is  to 
be  intended  the  rescue,  no  question  whatever  can  be 
raised  upon  the  strict  correctness  of  these  orders  of  the 

Vice. 
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VJoa-ChinoeUor.  TheragnUrityofthconlfrvbasbeeo 
ibro^ghont  oonsidtred  upon  the  awuinptioiit  to  which  I 
indinei  that  Mich  is  the  utM  ooostruction  of  the  warrant. 

The  motion  moat  be  refiued  with  costs. 


J)ec.i9.9o.  PELL  V.  STEPHENS. 

A^  ss  assignee  ^TVIIS  was  a  motion  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  that 

npCpi^^  ^  Defendant  might  be  restrained  from  proceed- 

undenaking  ing  upon  a  judgment  which  he  had  recovered  in  an 

£e  mortgagee  action  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  from  commendog 

of  one  farm,  g^y  other  acuon  at  law  touching  the  matters  stated  in  the 

and  was  under  ,.„_,,  i  i-          i                         .1     lmi 

a  contract  to  bill.    The  case  appeared,  from  the  statements  m  the  bill 

Sn^^facm  "^  answer,  to  be  as  follows :  — 

both  the  pro- 

SaXuptTuid  '^'**  defendant  Stephens  was  mortgi^e  of  a  farm  at 

who  had  a  Bor^jf^  which  beloqged  to  a  person  of  the  name  of  Lord* 

th^or^^  On  the  Sd  o{ September  1832,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued 

premiiM,  that  against  Idtrd^  under  which  he  was  found  a  bankrupti  and 

!  with-  the  Plaintiff  Pell  was  duly  appointed  the  assignee  of  his 


drawn  he         estate.     At  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  Stqphens  had  put 

would  pay  to     ...  ,  ■«./.. 

C.  the  arrears   m  a  distress  upon  the  mor^aged  premises,  tor  the  pur- 

rw^dTof "the  P^®  ^^  obtaining  payment  of  arrears  of  interest  which, 

mortgage,         to  the  amount  of  S50l^  was  then  due  to  him  on  his 

^ts  on^he    mortgage.    The  Plaintiff,  conceiving  it  would  be  pre- 

premises.  C.  judicial  to  the  interests  of  the  general  creditors,  and 
withdrew  the 

distress  ac-  to 

cordingly,  and 
afterwards  the 

bankruptcy  was  annulled  before  A,  had  obtained  possession  of  anj  part  of  the  bank- 
rupt's effects ;  whereupon  C.  brought  an  action  on  the  undertaking,  and  recovered 
judgment  against  A,  personally:  Held,  on  a  bill  filed  by  A.  against  C^  to  which  B. 
was  no  party,  that  A,  could  have  no  relief  in  equity  against  the  judgment  at  law }  and 
that  he  was  not  entitled,  as  against  C,  to  claim  repayment  of  the  sum  thereby  re- 
covered out  of  the  price  which  C.  had  contracted  to  pay  for  the  other  larai. 
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to  fbe  sate  ti  the  estate^  A^t  the  disfreM  sliMkI  bt  tut  1885« 
fefed  to  reiMffi  tlpoti  the  premiset^  Mter«d  iota  m  ^*^|^^ 
toradg^ment^  itt  Meeution  of  wbieh,  he  wrote  aad  gave  »; 
to  the  mortgagee  an  andertaking  in  the  followmg  S*>»s>^ 
words :  — ^  '*  Ihtrtyi  SepUnAer  4tb)  16M.  Aa  aMignee  of 
the  estate  and  effects  of  Bkhard  Lord  of  Barh^j  a  bank- 
mpt,  I  herebj  nndertake^  in  oonskkfation  of  Mr.  S^ 
phem  withdrawing  the  person  put  faito  possession  of  Mr. 
ZonPs  effects  under  a  distress  for  the  sam  of  950/.)  due 
for  interest  reserved  as  rent  to  Mr.  Siepkem^  that  the 
said  sum  of  SSQl.  shall  be  paid  to  Mr.  Stephens  out  of  the 
produce  of  the  sale  of  the  same  effects. — Gecirge  PA.^ 
The  Defendant,  on  the  receipt  of  this  ondertaktngi  im«- 
Mediately  withdrew  the  distress.  Before,  however,  the 
Plaintiff  could  obtain  possession  of  any  portion  of  the 
effects  on  the  farm,  and  before  he  had  possessed  any 
part  of  the  bankrupt's  estate,  the  fiat  against  Lord  was 
annulled  by  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Review.  SiephenM 
soon  afterwards  brought  an  action  in  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  upon  the  undertaking  given  by  Pdl^  to 
which  Pelt  pleaded  the  circumstances  specially;  but 
the  Court,  upon  demurrer,  held  that  those  circumstances 
furnished  nO  defence  at  law,  and  that  PM^  upon  the  un- 
dertaking, was  liable  personally  to  pay  the  350L  thereby 
guaranteed  .(a) 

It  further  appeared  that  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy 
ISiephens  was  under  a  contract,  entered  into  in  February 
1632^  for  the  purchase  of  another  farm  at  Barbg^  also 
the  property  of  Lordj  at  a  price  considerably  exceeding 
the  amount  of  the  mortgage  debt  and  interest,  and  upon 
certain  terms  specified  in  the  contract  The  memo- 
randum of  agreement  for  this  purchase  contained  a  pro- 

viso 

(s)  The  case  is  reported  in  4  7^r.  8^  under  the  name  of  ^e^ 
pkem^.PtU. 
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IMSi  viao  that  nothing  therein  should  prejudice  Uie  mortgage^ 
or  the  principal  and  interest  money  thereby  8ec«red» 
except  that  Stephens  shoold  be  at  liberty  to  dedoct  the 
amount  thereof  from  the  purchaae-money  and  also  any 
forlher  sums  in  which  either  Lord  himself  or  his  late 
&ther  should  be  indebted  to  Stephens.  This  agreement 
had  not  at  the  time  of  die  bankrupt^  been  carried  into 
efiecty  by  reason,  as  was  chai^ged  in  the  biU^  bat  post* 
tively  denied  by  the  answeri  of  the  n^lect  and  de&ult  of 
the  Defendant  Stephens. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  Defendant  might  be  re- 
strained from  any  proceedings  at  law  in  respect  of  the 
undertaking;  that,  if  necessaryi  an  account  might  be 
taken  of  the  sums  received  by  him  for  interest  upon  hia 
mortgage  debt,  and  that  what  he  had  so  recdved  might 
be  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the  interest  accrued  thereon 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  undertaking;  and  that  the  m^ 
morandum  of  agreement  might  be  deemed  a  securi^ 
for  what  upon  the  balance  of  accounts  might  appear  due 
to  the  Defendant ;  and  that,  in  case  the  Plaintiff  should 
be  considered  liable  to  pay  such  baUmce,  the  Defendant 
might  be  decreed  to  repay  the  same  to  the  Plabdff  out 
of  the  purchase-money  payable  by  him  to  Z^ini  for  the 
(arm  and  premises  which  he  had  contracted  to  purchase 
from  the  latter. 

Mr.  Pepys  and  Mr.  Koej  for  the  motion,  admitted 
that,  however  hard  the  Plaintiff's  situation  might  appear, 
if  the  case  had  rested  merely  on  the  circumstances  upon 
which  the  question  had  been  already  determined  at  law, 
it  might  perhaps  be  difficult  to  shew  a  proper  ground 
for  the  interposition  of  die  G>urt ;  but  the  contract 
for  the  purchase  of  the  other  farm  by  the  Defendant — a 
contract  which  had  never  been  abandoned,  and  was  sdll 
a  valid  and  subsisting  contract^-materially  improved  the 

Plaintiff's 
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Pimnltrs  positioQ,  at  least  in  this  Court  Under  the  1833. 
dronmstances  stated  in  the  pleadings,  the  Plaintiff,  to 
liie  extent  to  which  he  had  been  found  liable  upon  the 
undertaking,  was  substantially  a  surety  for  tjard  the 
principal  debtor,  and  he  had  a  right  in  that  character  to 
avail  himself  of  all  tlie  securities  which  Stephens  the 
mortgagee  had  or  might  have  against  LoreL  Now  there 
was  a  clear  equity,  founded  upon  the  special  language  of 
the  proviso,  that  all  monies  due  in  respect  of  the  mort- 
gage, including  of  course  the  350/.,  should  be  deducted 
out  of  the  price  contracted  to  be  paid  for  the  estate ;  in 
other  words,  the  Defendant  had  in  the  purchase-money 
<ii  the  estate  a  security  for  payment  of  his  mortgage- 
money  and  arrears ;  and  the  Plaintiff,  having  now  paid 
off  a  part  of  those  arrears,  had  a  right  to  have  the  benefit 
of  the  security  to  that  extent  in  the  adjustment  of  the 
aocount  with  the  principal  debtor.  The  argument  might 
be  put  in  a  point  of  view  more  consistent  with  the  frame 
of  the  record  by  considering  the  Defendant  as  the  debtor 
of  Lord  for  the  amount  of  the  purchase-money,  miitm 
the  sum  due  upon  the  mortgage;  and  then  the  mort- 
gagor, in  his  character  of  vendor,  was  in  a  situation  to 
treat  the  mortgage-debt  as  in  efiect  a  security  for  the 
price  of  the  iarm  contracted  to  be  sold,  and  to  deduct  it 
from  the  purchase-money;  and  the  Plaindfi^  to  the 
extent  to  which  he  had  paid  off  that  debt  for  Lord, 
had  a  right  to  stand  in  his  place,  and  to  have  the  benefit 
of  the  same  equity. 

Mr.  Wigram  and  Mr.  Bbtni^  contrd,  insisted,  that  if 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  was  wrong,  as 
there  might  be  grounds  for  contending,  the  Plaintiff  had 
still  his  remedy  by  writ  of  error.  If,  however,  he  were 
UaUe  at  law,  the  mere  hardship  of  his  case  could  not 
entitle  him  to  relief  in  this  Court     Neither  did  the 

other 
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PflU 


other  cirDumfltMices  nUeged  as  giTing  him  an  equkjf  Ui 
the  leut  degree  b«ttar  bis  sUwatioBu  Tbs  Plwrtiff 
was  auaply  a  eredilwr  of  ixir^  by  ha? ing  paid  off  iia^ 
bOitics  of  his  to  tha  amount  of  $MUf  but  vbal  v^ 
oonld  tbaft  drcumstaaee  give  liim  to  obH  for  an  aooaant 
of  wbal  wjssdiieas  betweeoXon^aod  &qM(€fti^  in  respoot 
of  the  oicirtgf^gBt  or  to  danMnd  as  agfimiSkpiemihMim 
portion  of  the  pciee  of  the  tuna  whkk  Sirpkms  had 
^pMd  to  pucdpas,  should  be  appropriated  to  the  disr 
diai^ga  .of  the  Plaintiff's  ch^m  against  Lm4^  The 
morleige  and  the  tianssetion  for  the  sale  ^vcrt  whettgr 
jff^iH^  inattera»  and  anpljwri  io  distinct  propertiiak  The 
eapCmet/or  the  purchase  was  a  trwsacdon  as  tp  which 
iheiie  was  no  prtrity  whstever  between  the  Plaintiff  land 
Defendant,  and  raiting  entiraly  between  £erd  .and 
SiepkenSf  who  ioughi^  if  ihejr  ohose^  abandon  it  at  angr 
moment.  .If  therefore  any  such  eqnitahte  iien  as  was 
pretended  ^  raally  exisU  it  conld  o«)y  he  assartsd 
upon  «  hill  filed  io  enforce  m  speei&c  peifomanoe  lof 
the  eqntraett  and  to  wbidh  Lard  the  pijoeipal  debtor 
^wonld  be  a.aeeeaMry  paf^» 


JDee.  90.  Thf  LoRD  CHANCELLOR. 

J^  assignee  of  &  a  baokriipl«  gives  an  uadei?takiogrtP 
C»«  rooitgagee  of  ^/s  (»tate  ofSMsacrCf  and  whn  lor 
arrears  of  S&OL  bad  put  id  a  distress*  Sfid  had  a  iniinin 
possession,  that  if  C  would  give  up  possessioD»  be»  A^ 
would  indenuufy  C  to  .the  mnonniU  wbiob  was  fifiOL 
The  undertaking  is  given  ^*  as  assignee,''  and  i^  is  to 
.indemnify  C.  lOut  of  the  isale  pf  the  effe^  taken  peer 
session  of  by  -C.  C  deli«rers  up  possession  upon  this 
tundertaking^  thus  eseenting  the  consideEation  on  hi^ 
part    The  fiat  under  \i«dhiob  B.  wi^  made  a  baofcrt^t 
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k  d>en  AniiaUed,  and  A,  never  obtains  any  of  the  eflctts        1B8& 
at  all.     But  the  Ckiiirt  of  Elxcbequer  hare  hdd  the 
nnderlakhig  to  be  personal,    and  C    h(»  recovered 
aghinst  A.  to  the  aflioant* 

.  A»  now  files  his  bill  against  C  for  an  injunction  to 
stay  execution,  and  besides  the  before-flientiooed  mattersi 
upon  which  it  is  not  contended  he  could  rest  his  claim  to 
the  assistance  of  this  Court,  he  further  states*  that  before 
the  bankruptcy,  B.  and  C  had  executed  an  agreement  for 
the  sale  by  A  to  C.  of  faia  other  farm  of  WhiUacrt^  but 
without  prejudice  to  the  mortgage  of  Blaekaere  further 
than  that  C.  should  be  at  liberty  to  deduct  from  the 
purchasennoney  for  Wkiieacre  the  amount  of  the  mort* 
gage-money  on  Bhckacre.  Ooe  party  asserts,  and  the 
odmr  by  his  answer  denies,  that  the  delay  in  completing 
the  purchase  has  been  owing  to  C.»  who  allcgca  that 
there  ia  a  defect  in  the  title. 

If  an  injunctioiR  be  granted  on  such  «  ground,  is  aat 
this  the  consequence^ — that  the  mortgagee  of  any  estate^ 
by  agreeing  to  become  the  purchaser,  abandons  his  rifjat 
to  sue  at  law  upon  the  specialty  until  an  account  can  be 
taken  between  him  and  the  mortgagor  as  vendor,  and 
thus  hangs  up  his  rights  under  the  mortgage  to  abide 
the  event  of  a  suit  which  may  arise  upon  the  agreement 
to  purchase;  or  at  all  events  to  wait  until  a  good  title 
^oaiibe  made ;  whereas  his  rigfa^  as  mortgsgee,  <h*  an 
the  speoalfy,  are  quite  independent  of  the  qnestikn  of 
tide? 

But  here  the  case  is  stronger;  for  the  mortgaged  pre- 
wiiaes  are  Bhtdkacref  and  the  premises  agreed  to  be  pur- 
chased are  WMttacre;  so  that  the  rights  of  the  mortgagee 
of  the  former  are  to  be  hung  op  on  necoaat  of  the  dMh 
ficultiea  arisisg  as  to  the  titk  to  the  latter. 

The 
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18SS.  The  injunction  is  chiefly  asked  on  account  of  this 

aj^rreement  to  purchases  and  on  the  ground  that  A.  by 
the  undertaking  on  which  be  has  been  sued  at  kw  has 
become  a  surety  for  B^  and  is  entitled  to  stand  in  his 
shoes,  and  to  have  the  benefit  of  all  his  equities  as 
against  the  Defendant  C,  who  stands  to  B.  in  the  dou- 
ble relation  of  purchaser  of  one  estate  and  mortgagee 
of  another;  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  dispute  that  the 
Plaintiff  may  be  taken  to  be  such  surety,  and  to  have 
such  equities  as  B*  would  have ;  because,  for  the  reason 
which  I  have  given,  J3.  himself  would  not  have  the  right 
contended  for. 

The  motion  must  therefore  be  refused;  but  not  on 
the  ground  to  which  reference  was  at  first  made  by  me 
when  I  heard  the  case  stated,  and  before  the  argument 
was  concluded ;  namely,  that  for  any  thing  I  could  see, 
there  might  be  relief  at  law.  I  desired  to  be  furnished 
with  a  note  of  the  argument  in  the  Exchequer,  but  I  have 
not  been  able  to  obtain  it.  I  have  however  considered 
the  point,  and  I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the 
decision  on  the  demurrer  was  right. 

It  is  true  that  the  party  agreed  "  as  assignee''  of 
the  bankrupt;  and  what  is  stronger,  he  agreed  to  pay 
<*  out  of  the  produce  of  the  sale  of  the  effects  under 
the  distress."  But  the  other  party,  on  the  faith  of  the 
undertaking,  immediately  performed  the  consideration 
of  the  agreement,  by  abandoning  the  goods  of  which 
he  had  possession,  and  he  has  a  good  right  to  be  placed 
in  the  same  situation  in  which  he  stood  before  he  gave 
op  the  possession.  The  undertaking  must  be  construed 
as  not  only  guaranteeing  the  value  of  the  goods,  but,  if 
necessary  for  working  out  the  other  party's  remedy,  it 
must  be  construed  as  a  guarantee  that  he  who  gave  it 
had  such  a  character  as  he  assumed,  namely,  that  he 

was 
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was  truly  and  rightfully  the  assignee,  and  that  he  had  188S. 
the  right  to  the  goods  out  of  which  he  was  to  furnish 
the  indemnity ;  in  other  words,  he  must  be  taken  to  have 
guaranteed  his  own  title,  that  is,  the  yalidity  of  the  com- 
mission, of  the  frailty  of  which  indeed  he  must  also  be  taken 
to  have  been  cognisant.  A  person  may  bind  himself  for 
the  act  of  another,  or  to  pay  out  of  a  fund  not  his  bwn, 
and  will  be  liable  in  either  case.  There  is  a  decision  in 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  Eaton  v.  BeU  (a),  as  strong 
in  principle  as  this,  and  stronger  by  a  good  deal  in  its 
application  to  the  present  case  than  Appleton  v.  Binkt{b)^ 
and  the  other  cases  which  are  said  to  have  been  re* 
ferred  to. 

There  was  therefore  no  relief  at  law;  and  if  the  party 
applying  here  had  an  equity  to  be  relieved,  he  could  not 
be  met  by  the  argument  that  the  courts  of  law  were 
open  to  him.  But  I  am  of  opinion  that  he  has  no  such 
equity,  and  that  the  motion  must  be  refused. 

The  case  is  in  some  respects  a  hard  one;  but  the 
hardship  is  not  as  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendants 
but  the  Plaintiff  and  a  party  not  in  Court,  the  bankrupt, 
now  no  longer  such,  against  whom  the  Plaintiff  sUli  haa 
his  recourse,  although  possibly  it  may  avail  him  little. 

(a)  SB.i^  Aid.  94.  (b)  5  Eatt,  148. 


Vol.  U.  a  a 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


iubw.  attorney-general  v.  dixie. 

Nov.  19. 

The  Court  hai  TN  this  case  an  information  had  been  filed  by  the 

^^Itendthe  ^         Attorney-General  for  the  purpose  of  executing  the 

applicatioo  of  trusts  of  the  will  of  a  testator  who  had  devised  property 

charity  pro-  ^^'  ^^  establishment  of  a  grammar  school  at  Market 

party  bqrond  Boswortk^  and  by  a  decree  made  at  the  hearing  of  the 

the  mere  Ike-  .  ^  7  , 

rrftyoTpniMorf  information,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  td  setue  a 

mtentioo  of  scheme  for  the  future  application  of  the  income  of  the 

tne  wnator,  .  '  * 

pnovided  the  charity  estate;  and  it  appearing  that  it  would  be  gready 

JJ2IJ2JJ  for  the  benefit  of  the  inhabitants  of  Market  Bosmorth 


that  the  scheme  of  education  should  be  extended  beyond 
that  intention.  ^^  purposes  of  a  mere  grammar  school,  the  decree 
directed  that  the  scheme  to  be  settled  by  the  Master 
should  not  be  confined  to  instruction  in  the  learned  lan- 
guages, but  should  comprise  other  general  branches  of 
education.  The  Master  settled  the  scheme  accordingly, 
which  was  confirmed  by  the  Court,  and  had  been  acted 
upon  for  several  years.  It  now  appeared  that,  after  de> 
fraying  all  expenses  of  the  scheme  so  setded  by  the 
Master,  there  remained  from  the  income  of  the  charity 
school  a  clear  yearly  sum  of  500/. ;  and  the  question  now 
submitted  by  the  Attorney-General  to  the  Court  was  as 
to  the  application  of  that  sum. 

7%e  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  Court  appears  to  me  to  have  full  jurisdiction  to 
extend  the  application  of  the  income  of  charity  property 
beyond  the  mere  literally  expressed  intention  of  the 
testator,  provided  the  income  be  applied  to  subjects  con- 
nected with  that  intention.  In  this  case,  therefore,  let 
it  be  referred  to  the  Master  to  consider  of  a  further 

scheme 
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scheme  for  the  application  of  the  income  oi  the  charity        IttSiT 
estate,  having  regard  to  the  testator's  will,  the  former    ^^JJJ^^-JJJj^' 
scheme,  and  other  subjects  connected  with  that  scheme.       Gbmbsal 

Dooka 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.  The  DUKE  of  j^^^     , 

LEEDS.  N^9. 

TN  the  year   1807   Benjamin  Clarkson  purchased  of  Whersa 

Lord  Lowther  a  copyhold  estate,  held  of  the  manor  sumnderedto 
of  Wakffield^  for  the  sum  of  3240/. ;  but,  being  unable  to  •3??WL 
pay  the  whole  of  the  purchase-money,  he  borrowed  of  and  no  eo»- 
Mm  Crosse  a  sum  of  1150/.,  and  paid  the  full  price  to  ^^'J^^ 
Lord  Lcfwlher,     The  copyhold  estate  was  surrendered  iiinen<ler« 
to  Crosse  and  his  heirs ;  and  Crosse  was  thereupon  duly  .^^^  died' 
admitted.     Cros^^  died  in  the  year  18  J  6,  having  by  his  lotesuteand 
will  given  all  the  residue  of  his  personal  property  of  what  heir,  it  was 
kind  or  nature  soever,  whether  in  the  funds,  on  mort-  ^^  'r^L^^ 
gage,  or  other  securities,  to  the  Plaintiff  George  Buxton^  manor  was  en- 
whom  he  appointed  his  executor,  upon  trust  to  sell  out  ^p^^he*"**' 
such  part  of  his  property  as  consisted  of  stock,  and  ex-  copjrbold  as 
pend  the  produce,  together  with  all  his  other  property,  *"       ""^ 
in  furthering  and  promoting  the  cause  of  true  religion 
among  the  inhabitants  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland. 
This  devise  being,  as  far  as  it  affected  his  interest  in  the 
copyhold  estate,  void  by  the  statute  of  mortmain,  and 
Crosse  having  been  illegitimate,  the  Crown  claimed  to 
be  entided  to  the  1150/.  which  Crosse  had  advanced  to 
Clarkson  upon  the  security  of  the  copyhold  estate. 

A  bill  was  filed  by  the  executor  of  Crosse  against  the 
Attorney-General  (or  an  account  of  the  testator's  per- 
sonal estate ;  and,  by  an  order  made  in  that  cause,  it 
was  declared  that  so  much  of  the  testator's  estate  as  was 
A  a  2  placed 
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18S9J       placed  out  on,  or  aroie  from  mortgages,  bdonged  to  the 

^  '~^  Crown,  and  that  the  residue  thereof  was  given  to  eha* 

Gbmisal      rkabie  uses ;  and  by  a  subsequent  order  the  Court  di- 

neDoke  of  '^^  ^^  ^^^  Attomey-Greneral  should  be  at  liberty  to 

LiaiM.        institute  a  suit  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  the  tide  of 

the  Crown  to  the  said  mortgages,  and  to  use  the  name 

of  the  executor  of  Crosse  as  a  co^plaintiiTin  such  suit. 

The  present  suit,  by  way  of  information  and  bill,  was 
accordingly  instituted  by  the  Attorney-General  and  the 
executor  of  Crosse  against  the  Duke  of  Ijeeds^  who 
claimed  to  be  entitled  by  escheat  to  the  copyhold  pre- 
mises in  question  as  lord  of  the  manor,  against  Sarah 
Clarkson^  the  widow  and  executrix  of  Befgamin  Clarke 
son,  to  whom  the  Duke  of  I^eeds  had  made  a  regrant  of 
the  copyhold  premises,  and  against  Alfred  Clarkson,  the 
infant  son  and  customary  heir  of  the  mortgagor.  The 
information  and  bill  prayed  that  the  Defendants  Sarak 
Clarkson  and  Alfred  Clarkson  might  be  decreed  to  pay 
to  the  Attorney-General  and  the  PlaintiiT  the  mortgage- 
money  and  interest,  or  concur  in  a  sale  of  the  premises 
for  the  payment  of  the  same,  and  that  the  Duke  of 
Leeds  might  be  declared  to  be  a  trustee  for  his  Majesty 
and  for  the  person  or  persons  entitled  to  the  equity  of 
redemption  in  the  mortgaged  premises. 

The  Atiorney^General  and  Mr.  Wray,  in  support  of 
the  information  and  bill. 

Although  the  surrender  is  made  absolutely  to  Crosse 
and  his  heirs,  and  is  not,  according  to  the  usual  form  of 
mortgages  of  copyhold,  a  surrender  upon  condition,  yet 
it  is  in  substance  to  be  considered  as  if  it  had  been 
a  conditional  surrender.  It  is  not  denied  that  the 
mortgage-debt  still  existed,  and  the  widow  of  Clarkson 
in  fact  continued  to  pay  the  interest  on  the  mortgage 

until 
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iiDti]  she  received  notice  from  the  lord  to  discontinue  1888« 

such  payment.     If  the  surrender  is  to  be  considered  us  !      '  ^  ^ 

conditional,  the  lord  was  bound  by  the  condition  on  the  Gsmuui. 

death  of  the  mortgagee  without  heirs,  and  cannot  claim  j<^  ^^^  of 
to  be  entided  by  escheat. 

It  is  a  principle  which  may  now  be  considered  as 
settled,  that,  if  the  lord  recognises  a  condition  or  trust 
upon  the  court-roil,  he  is  bound  by  it,  for  he  cannot 
claim  against  his  own  act*  Weaver  v.  Mcasle.  (a)  Here 
it  so  happened  that  the  condition  on  which  the  sur« 
render  was  made  was  not  expressed  on  the  court-roll, 
and  the  question  is,  whether  the  lord  is  bound  only 
where  he  has  express  notice  of  the  condition;  in  other 
words,  whether  the  lord  is  entitled  in  a  court  of  equity 
to  take  advantage  of  the  accidental  omission  to  insert 
upon  the  court-roU  the  conditional  nature  of  the  sur^ 
render.  The  admission  of  the  doctrine  contended  for 
on  the  part  of  the  lord  of  the  manor  would,  in  such 
a  case  as  the  present,  lead  to  the  grossest  injustice; 
for  what  can  be  more  unjust,  and  more  inconsistent 
with  all  die  principles  recognised  in  this  Court,  than 
that  the  lord  should,  by  virtue  of  a  slip  in  the  form 
of  the  surrender,  be  enabled  to  claim  an  estate^  not 
only  against  the  Crown,  but  against  the  party  entided 
to  the  equity  of  redemption  ?  There  is  strong  ground 
for  contending  that  the  lord  is  as  much  bound  as  any 
other  person  by  an  equity  of  redemption,  whether  he 
has  notice  of  it  or  not.  In  Patoktt  v.  T^e  Attorney^ 
General  {b).  Lord  Hale  distinguishes  between  a  trust 
and  an  equity  of  redemption.  As  to  a  trust,  he  ob« 
serves  that  they  only  are  bound  by  it  who  come  in  in 
privity  of  estate,  or  with  notice^  or  without  a  con- 
sideration. 

(a)  9  Rmu.  ^  Myhe,  97.  {h)  Hard,  469. 

Aa  3 
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Ig3&  flidention.  But  with  respect  to  an  equity  of  redemp- 
tion, be  says,  ^  The  power  of  redemption  is  an  equi- 
table right  inherent  in  the  hmd,  and  binds  all  persona 
in  the  posiy  or  otherwise;  because  it  is  an  actual  right 
which  the  party  is  entitled  to  in  equity.  And  altliougfa 
by  escheat  the  tenure  is  extinguished,  that  will  be  nothing 
to  the  purpose,  because  the  party  may  be  recompensed 
for  that  by  the  Court  by  a  decree  for  rent,  or  part  of 
the  land,  or  some  other  satisfaction ;  and  it  b  of  such 
coosideration  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  that  the  law  takes 
notice  of  it,  and  makes  it  assignable  or  deyisable."  The 
doctrine  laid  down  by  Lord  Hale  in  Pawlelt  v.  The  Attor- 
ne^General  is  referred  to  and  approved  by  &r  Thomas 
Clarke^  in  the  great  case  of  Burgess  v.  Wheate  (a) ;  and  the 
same  distincuon  is  there  recognised  between  a  trust  and 
an  equity  of  redemption,  namely,  that  the  lord  is  bound  by 
a  trust  in  those  cases  only  wherie  he  is  party  or  privy  to 
the  trust,  but  that  an  equity  of  redemption  binds  him 
whether  he  is  privy  to  it  or  not,  for  that  binds  those  in 
the  post  as  well  as  those  in  the  jmt.  It  is  said,  indeed, 
in  Burgess  v.  Wheate^  that  there  is  a  distinction  in  this 
respect  between  freeholds  and  copyholds ;  but  there  is 
no  authority  which  decides  that  an  equity  of  redemption 
will  not  bind  the  lord  of  a  manor,  as  it  binds  all  other 
persons,  even,  though  there  be  no  notice  of  the  equity  of 
redemption  on  the  court-rolL 

The  Master  tf  the  Rolls  considered  the  case  too 
clear  to  require  any  argument  in  support  of  the  title  of 
the  lord  of  the  manor  for  whom  Mr.  Pemberton  ap- 
peared. 

The  Jitomey-General  declined  making  any  further 
observations  in  support  of  the  information. 

The 
(a)  I  Bkudui.  189.  and  1  Ed.  177. 
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The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  1898. 

Upon  the  facts  oF  this  case  it  appears  that  Cras§e  waa^ 
by  the  eflect  of  the  surrender  to  biniy  a  trustee  of  the 
copyhold  estate  for  himself  to  the  extent  of  l\SOl*f  and 
for  Clarkscn  and  his  heirs  after  satisfying  that  sum.  It 
was  settled  by  the  case  o{  Burgess  v.  Wheate  that  a  eel- 
ttdque  trust  has  no  title  as  against  the  lord  who  claims 
by  escheat  upon  the  death  of  a  trustee  without  an  heir. 
The  decision  in  Burgess  ▼.  Wheate  proceeded  upon  the 
principle  derived  from  the  old  feudal  notion,  that  no 
tenant  can  be  imposed  upon  the  lord  without  his  con- 
sent; and  if  a  trust  of  a  copyhold  could  be  created  as 
against  the  lord,  it  must  necessarily  follow  that  the  lord 
might  be  entirely  ignorant  who  was  in  truth  the  actual 
and  beneficial  tenant  of  the  copyhold.  It  is  for  this 
reason  that,  in  all  mortgages  of  copyhold  property,  the 
surrender  is  upon  the  court*roll  expressed  to  be  con- 
ditional, and  to  determine  upon  the  repayment  of  the 
mortgage-money.  In  this  case  the  surrender  was  ab- 
solute. There  there  was  nothing  upon  the  court-roll  to 
give  the  lord  notice  of  a  condition,  nor  is  there  any 
proof  that  the  steward  or  deputy-steward  was  aware  of 
the  real  nature  of  the  transaction. 

The  Duke  of  Leeds  was  therefore  well  entitled  to 
enter  upon  the  copyhold  as  an  escheat  upon  the  death 
of  Crosse  the  apparent  tenant  to  the  lord  without  an 
heir.* 

Information  and  bill  dismissed,  but  without  costs. 


*  The  legal  rights  of  lords  of  5  W.  4.  c.  23^  passed  on  the  S7th 
manors,  in  cases  of  escheat,  are  of  June  1854,  the  oxth  section 
now  subjected  to  the  control  of  of  which  is  as  follows:  — "  And 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  in  the  whereas  it  is  expedient  to  relieve 
manner  provided  by  the  4  &  persons  benefidally  entitled  to 
A  a  4  «1 
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18M.  the  husband  treated  his  wife  with  apparent  kindness, 
but  he  generally  conducted  himself  towards  her  with 
great  brutality.  The  eldest  of  the  children  was  baptised 
in  1802  as  the  daughter  oi  Alexander  and  Ann  Pollock; 
there  was  no  evidence  of  the  baptism  of  the  other. 

Mr.  Pemberionj  for  the  Plaintifis. 

The  rule  of  law  upon  this  subject,  as  it  is  to  be  de- 
duced from  the  opinions  of  the  judges  in  the  Banbury 
peerage  case,  is  clearly  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Head 
V.  Head  (a).  The  corollary  from  those  opinions  is  there 
said  to  be,  **  that  wherever  a  husband  and  wife  are 
proved  to  have  been  together  at  a  time  when,  in  the 
order  of  nature,  the  husband  might  have-  been  the 
father  of  an  after-bom  child,  if  sexual  intercourse  did 
then  take  place  between  them,  such  sexual  intercourse 
was,  primdfacie^  to  be  presumed ;  and  that  it  was  incum- 
bent upon  those  who  disputed  the  legitimacy  of  the 
after-born  child  to  disprove  the  &ct  of  sexual  intercourse 
having  taken  place,  by  evidence  of  circumstances  which 
afford  irresistible  presumption  that  it  could  not  have 
taken  place,  and  not  by  mere  evidence  of  circumstances, 
which  might  afford  a  balance  of  probabilities  against  the 
fact  that  sexual  I  intercourse  did  take  place."  To  apply 
this  principle  to  the  present  case,  what  is  there  to  oppose 
to  the  admitted  fact  that  interviews  from  time  to  time 
took  place  between  the  husband  and  wife?  Is  there 
any  evidence  of  circumstances,  affording  irresistible  pre- 
sumption that  the  usual  consequence  of  such  interviews 
—  that  consequence  which  the  law,  founded  upon,  and 
confirmed  by  the  experience  of  mankind,  infers  from 
such  interviews — did  not  take  place?  Clearly  not;  the 
iact  of  the  wife  having  maintained  an  adulterous  inter- 
course 

Ca)  1  Sim.  ^  Stu,  150.;  afifirmed  on  appeal,  1  Tum.  4*  Rvu,  159. 
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coarse  for  whatever  period  of  time  with  another  man  ^  1884. 
affords  no  such  presumption.  Let  the  husbnnd  and 
wife  be  once  brought  together  under  circumstances, 
which  afford  the  husband  an  opportunity  of  becoming 
the  father  of  a  child  born  in  due  time  afterwards,  and 
the  law  will  fix  the  husband  with  the  paternity,  though 
the  wife  may  have  slept  with  another  man  every  night  in 
the  year  preceding,  and  the  year  succeeding  the  inter- 
view. The  fact  of  access  not  being  denied,  there  is 
no  ground  for  disputing  the  claims  of  the  Plaintiffs,  or 
for  resorting  to  a  jury,  which  might,  indeed,  find  a 
verdict  inconsistent  with  law,  but  which  could  not  by 
possibility  assist  the  conscience  of  the  Court  in  a-  case 
where  the  Court  is  already  competent  to  determine,  and 
bound  to  declare  the  rights  of  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr*  Bickersteth,  contra. 

It  is  too  unqualified  a  proposition  to  say,  that  any 
interview  between  a  husband  and  wife,  living  separate 
from  each  other,  at  which  the  husband  might  by  possi- 
bility avail  hiaiself  of  his  marital  privileges,  will,  in  case 
of  a  child  being  born  in  due  time  afterwards,  fix  him 
with  the  paternity.  That  which  isjnrimA  facie  possible, 
or  even  probable,  may  appear,  upon  investigation,  to 
be  physically  or  morally  impossible:  physically,  as  in 
cases  of  bodily  infirmity;  morally,  as  where  the  cir- 
cumstances or  place  of  meeting  render  it  in  the  highest 
degree  improbable  that  sexual  intercourse  should  have 
taken  place.  The  inference  of  law  may  be  rebutted 
by  circumstances,  not  amounting  indeed  to  proof — for 
a  negative  is  incapable  of  proof  —  or  perhaps  to  irre- 
sistible presumption,  but  still  abundantly  sufiicient  to 
satisfy  any  reasonable  mind  that  sexual  intercourse 
could  not  have  taken  place;  and  such  circumstances 
can  only  be  properly  investigated  by  a  jury.     In  Moms 

V.  Davies^ 
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V.  Davies{a)f  repeated  issues  were  directed  by  Lord 
Za/ndhursi,  in  order  to  satisfy  the  conscience  of  the  Court 
upon  the  disputed  fact  whether  interviews  between  the 
husband  and  wife  had  been  such  interviews  as  afforded 
an  opportunity  of  sexual  intercourse.  This  is  exactly 
the  fact  upon  which  the  conflicting  evidence  in  the 
present  case  throws  a  doubt,  and  the  case  is  therefore 
one  upon  which  the  Court  cannot  satisfactorily  decide 
without  the  assistance  of  a  jury. 

Mr.  Pemberton  replied. 

J%e  Master  of  the  IIolls. 

Access  is  such  access  as  affords  an  opportunity  of 
sexual  intercourse;  and  where  the  fact  of  such  access 
between  a  husband  and  wife,  within  a  period  capable 
of  raising  the  legal  inference  as  to  the  legitimacy  of  an 
after-bom  child,  is  not  disputed,  probabilities  can  have 
no  weight;  and  a  case  ought  never  to  be  sent  to  a  jury. 
There  is  here  nothing  against  the  evidence  of  access, 
except  evidence  of  the  adulterous  intercourse  of  the  wife 
with  HugheSf  which  does  not  a£S:ct  the  legal  inference; 
for  if  it  were  proved  that  she  slept  every  night  with  her 
paramour  from  the  period  of  her  separation  from  her 
husband,  I  must  still  declare  the  children  to  be  legiti« 
mate.  The  interest  of  the  public  depends  upon  a  strict 
adherence  to  the  rule  of  law. 

(a)  a  Carr,  ^  Payne,  218. 4S7. 
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GIBBS  t^.  HOOPER.  i^^^- 

Fw,  1S»  13. 

nnniS  was  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  of  an  issue  which  Where  the 

"*•    had    been   directed   upon   the   question,   whether  tricd^heiMue 

Christian  Anderton^  one  of  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  cause,  itated  thathe 

was  the  legitimate  daughter  o^  John  Moore  and  Christian  tadtfied  with 

his  wife.      The  motion  was  made  upon  two  grounds:  ^J!*^?^^ 

first,  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  weight  of  evidence ;  shoufd  have 

and,  secondly,  that  the  testimony  of  a  particular  witness  J^  h^d  he 

produced  at  the  trial  was,  under  the  circumstances,  a  been  himself 

surprise  upon  the  parties  interested  in  contesting  the  t^Coi^*'^* 

legitimacy  of  Mrs.  Anderton.    The  Vice-chancellor  had  would  not 

^       ,  .  1  J    1  1     direct  a  new 

refused  a  new  tnal;  and  the  present  motion  was  made  trial  of  the 

upon  appeal  from  his  Honor's  decision.  *■•"*»  ^^^ 

^        *^*^  apphcation 

for  a  new  trial 
The  learned  Judge,  who  tried  the  issue,  had  intimated  ^^^^l^^ 
to  the  Vice- Chancellor  that  he  was  not  dissatisfied  with  ground  Uiat 
the  verdict,  though  he  should  himself  have  come  to  a  wu  asuintt 
difierent  conclusion  had  he  been  upon  the  jury ;  and  the  the  weight  of 
Lord  Chancellor,  in  an  early  stage  of  the  argument,      ^t  the  trial 

expressed  an  opinion  that  the  application  could  not  be  ofan  issue  on 

a  question  of 

sustained  upon  the  first  ground.  l^itimacy,  a 

witness  was 
called  to 
In  support  of  the  second  ground  for  the  application,  prove  a  fact, 

it  was  insisted  that  a  witness  named  Dale  had  been  called  £^' migbr 

to  prove  a  fact  for  the  purpose  of  making  out  a  case  of  have  been 

access 
access  between  a 

husband  and 
wife  at  a  particular  place  and  time.  This  witness  had  not  been  examined  in  a  suit 
in  the  ecclesiastical  court,  to  which  the  mother  of  the  child  whose  legitimacy  was 
disputed  was  a  party,  and  in  which  his  evidence  would  have  been  material  to  her; 
nor  was  any  attempt  made  by  her  in  that  suit  to  establish  the  case  of  access,  which 
his  testimony  went  to  make  out.  The  testimony  of  this  witness  was  a  surprise 
upon  the  partv  against  whom  it  was  produced,  and  its  accuracy  being  impeached 
by  affidavits,  the  Court  directed  a  new  trial  of  the  issue. 
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1885*  access  at  a  particular  place,  for  which  the  parties  dis- 
puting the  legitimacy  of  Mrs.  Anderton  could  not  have 
been  prepared.  It  appeared  upon  the  trial,  that  a  writ 
of  inquiry  to  assess  the  damages  obtained  by  Mr.  Moore 
in  an  action  for  criminal  conversation  against  Caidficld^ 
with  whom  Mrs.  Moore  had  eloped,  was  executed  in 
Worcester  on  the  13th  of  July  1796.  Mr.  Moore  and 
his  wife  were  both  in  Worcester  on  that  day ;  and  it  was 
sworn  by  one  of  the  witnesses  that  an  interview  took 
place  between  them  at  the  Crcnon  Inn  in  that  city. 
Mrs.  Moore  and  Caulfield  occupied  lodgings  in  the 
Strand,  at  the  house  of  a  person  named  Bebb,  between 
the  months  of  June  and  September  1796;  and  BeWs 
son  swore  that  Mrs.  Moore  was  never  absent  from  home, 
during  her  occupation  of  the  lodgings  in  his  father's 
house,  for  a  longer  period  than  four  or  five  days,  which 
were  suflScient  to  account  for  the  journey  to  and  from 
Worcester.  The  child,  whose  legitimacy  was  in  question, 
was  born  on  the  Sd  of  May  1797,  294  days  after  the 
day  on  which  the  writ  of  inquiry  was  executed,  that 
time  being  about  a  fortnight  longer  than  the  full  time 
allowed  for  the  period  of  gestation.  A  witness.  Dale, 
however,  was  called  to  prove  that  he  saw  Mrs.  Moore 
in  the  town  of  Dudley,  which  was  the  town  where 
her  husband  resided,  twelve  or  thirteen  days  after  the 
day  on  which  the  writ  of  inquiry  was  executed.  The 
ground  upon  which  this  testimony  was  contended  to  be 
a  surprise  upon  the  party  insisting  on  the  illegitimacy  of 
Mrs.  Anderton,  was,  that  in  1798,  and  shortly  after  the 
death  of  her  husband,  Mrs.  Moore  was  a  party  to  a  suit 
instituted  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  administration  to  her  husband's  estate,  in 
which  the  mother  of  her  deceased  husband  claimed  to 
be  his  sole  next  of  kin,  which  she  would  have  been,  if 
the  widow  had  no  legitimate  child;  and  it  was  con- 
sequently material  to  Mrs.  Moore,  the  widow,  to  establish 

th# 
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the  legitimacy  of  her  daughter.  Dale  was  not  exa-  1895. 
mined  in  that  suit;  nor  did  Mrs.  Moore  attempt  to 
make  out  a  case  of  access  at  the  place  and  time  which 
Dal^s  testimony  went  to  render  probable  or  possible. 
Affidavits  were  read  on  the  part  of  several  persons  who 
were  living  at  Dudley  at  the  time  to  which  Dal^s  tes- 
timony referred,  and  who  stated  that  Mrs.  Moore  had, 
to  the  best  of  their  knowledge  and  belief^  never  been 
at  Dudley  since  her  elopement,  and  that,  considering  the 
notoriety  of  the  circumstances  connected  with  her  elope- 
ment, and  the  state  of  society  in  the  town,  it  was  im- 
possible that  she  could  have  been  seen  publicly  in  the 
streets  o{  Dudley  without  their  knowledge. 

Mr.  Knight  and  Mr.  R.  V.  Richards^  in  support  of 
the  motion. 

Mr.  Serjeant  Talfourd  and  Mr.  Whateley^  contrd. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  the  following  cases 
were  cited:  Head  v.  Head{a\  The  Banbury  Peerage 
Case  {b\  Morris  v.  Davies  (c).  Bury  v.  Phillpot.  {d) 

The  Lord  Chancellor.* 

If  this  application  had  rested  solely  upon  the  ground 
that  the  verdict  given  by  the  jury  was  against  the  weight 
of  evidence  produced  at  the  trial,  as  the  judge  has  stated 
tliat  upon  the  whole  he  was  not  dissatisfied  with  that 
verdict,  which  is  the  usual  form  in  which  judges  in- 
timate their  opinion  that  a  verdict  ought  not  to  be  dis- 
turbed, 

(a)   1    Sim.  4>  Stu.  150.,  and  (c)  3  Curr.  4- Payne*  SIS.  487. 

i  Turn.  4-  Rutt.  158.  \d)  iuprh^  p.  547. 

(6)  1  &m,  i  Siu.  153. 

•  LoxdLyndJ^Hf^. 
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18SS.  tntbed^  I  should  not  direct  a  second  trial  of  this  issue; 
The  only  question  is»  therefore,  whether  a  case  of  sur- 
prise, which  is  the  other  ground  upon  which  this  motion 
is  founded^  has  been  iairly  made  out«  Mrs.  Moore  was  an 
actress  in  a  suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  in  which  it 
was  most  material  for  her  to  prove,  that  she  was  in  sneh 
a  situation,  at  the  time  to  which  the  evidence  of  Dak 
applies,  as  would  have  led  to  the  conclusion  that  sexual 
intercourse  had  taken  place  between  her  and  her  hus* 
band.  She  must  have  known  whether  she  was  at  Dudley^ 
but  no  attempt  was  made  to  establish  such  a  fact,  or  even 
to  suggest  it  The  parties  in  this  cause  naturally  look 
to  the  evidence  given  at  the  time,  and  they  see  nothing 
in  that  evidence  leading  to  the  conclusion  that  she  ever 
was  at  Dudley  lifter  her  elopement*  They  had  reason- 
able ground  to  suppose  that  the  other  side  would  en- 
deaVour  to  fix  the  sexual  intercourse  contended  for  at 
Worcester  J  because  they  knew  that  the  husband  and  wife 
were  together  in  that  town  ;  but  they  had  no  reason  to 
suppose  that  such  a  case  as  Dale's  evidence  went  to 
make  out  would  be  attempted  ;  on  the  contrary,  the 
proceedings  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  were  calculated 
to  mislead  them,  and  they  were  misled*  It  is  to  be  ob- 
served, moreover,  that  all  the  witnesses  stilt  living  who 
gave  evidence  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  were  sub- 
poenaed at  the  trial.  Under  these  circumstances,  there 
is  every  reason  to  suppose  that  the  evidence  of  Dale 
was  a  surprise  upon  the  parties  disputing  the  legidma^* 
of  Mrs.  Anderion.  They  state  that  they  can  call  wit- 
nesses for  the  purpose  of  opposing  his  testimony ;  they; 
give  the  names  of  those  witnesses,  and  the  substance  of 
their  testimony,  and  some  of  these  witnesses  themselves 
state,  that,  from  their  knowledge  of  the  state  of  society 
in  the  town  of  Dudley  at  the  time  in  question,  which  was 
very  different  from  its  present  state,  it  was  impossible  for 
Mrs.  Moore  to  have  Iwn  seen  publicly  in  the  town  at 

the 
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the  time  sworn  to  by  Dale  without  their  knowing  it 
This  is  most  material  and  important  evidence,  and  the 
jury  ought  to  have  an  opportunity  of  considering  that 
evidence,  and  weighing  it  against  the  testimony  of  Dale. 
AVhat  conclusion  they  may  draw,  it  is  not  for  me  to 
say,  nor  shall  I  anticipate.  I  give  no  opinion  whatever 
on  the  subject  of  the  issue,  but  I  think  it  incumbent 
upon  me,  under  all  the  circumstanoesi  to  direct  a  new 
trial. 


1835. 


GiBBS 

V, 

HOOPSB. 


PHILANTHROPIC  SOCIETY  v.  HOBSON. 

^I^HE  bill  was  filed  for  the  payment  of  a  legacy  given 
to  this  society  by  the  testator's  wilL  The  executor, 
in  his  answer,  admitted  assets  for  the  payment  of  the 
legacy;  and  the  Court  being  about  to  decree  for  the 
payment  of  the  legacy  with  costs, 

Mr.  Bickersteihj  for  the  Defendant,  objected  that  the 
ex^utor  had  not  sufficient  assets  to  pay  the  costs. 

7Xe  M ASTEE  of  the  Roixs. 

The  admission  of  assets  for  payment  of  die  legacy  is 
•n  admissioQ  of  assets  for  the  purposes  of  the  suit,  and 
prevents  all  accounts  being  taken.  It  extends,  there* 
fore^  to  an  admission  of  assets  for  the  payment  of  costs, 
if  the  Court  think  fit  to  direct  them,  and  here  coats  are 
according  to  the  course  of  the  Court 

The  decree  was,  accordingly,  made  for  the  payment 
of  the  legacy  with  costs. 


1855. 
ROUA 

Dec.  IB. 

An  adflDiMioa 
of  astets  for 
the  payment 
of  al^c^is 
an  admiMioQ 
of  assets  for 
thepuiposes 
of  the  suit, 
and  extends 
tocostSyiftha 
Court  tiiinks 
fit  to  give 
tbem. 


Vol.  II. 


Bb 


^58 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


.  1855. 


1835. 
ROLLM. 
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Hie  Court 
will  not  order 
the  aerjeant- 
afe-armt  upon 
a  return  of 

Mitftfiupoft 
any  other  affi^ 
davit  than 
that  of  the 
solicitor  or  hii 
town  agent, 
stating  that 
due  diligence 
has  been  used 
in  endeavour- 
ing to  appre- 
hend the  De' 
fendant,  as 
rirauired  foy 
1  w.  4.  c,  96. 
#.1.    The 
affidavit  of  the 
town  agent, 
shewing  that 
he  issued  the 
writ,  and  of 
the  sheriff's 
officer,  shew- 
ins  the  steps 
taken  by  him 
to  apprehend 
the  Defend- 
ant, and  the 
manner  in 
which  his 
endeavours 
welre  eluded, 
will  not  be 
sufficient. 


PUGH  V.  PUGH. 

I^^R.  WILSON  moved  for  the  seijeant-at-arms  upon  a 
'^  return  of  turn  est  invetilus  to  a  writ  of  attachment 
against  the  Defendant  Pugh  for  not  putting  in  an 
answer  to  the  amended  bill.  The  motion  was  supported 
by  an  affidavit  of  the  solicitor's  town  agent,  stating  that 
he  bad  issued  the  writ,  and  that  be  verily  believed  the 
Defendant  was  in  the  county  of  Middlesex  at  the  time  of 
issuing  such  writ ;  and  also  by  an  affidavit  on  the  part 
of  the  sheriff's  assistant,  stating  the  steps  he  had  taken, 
in  consequence  of  information  he  had  received  that  the 
Defendant  was  to  be  found  in  a  particular  house  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex^  in  order  to  attach  the  Defendant, 
and  the  manner  in  which  his  endeavours  to  execute  the 
writ  had  been  eluded  by  a  female  residing  in  the  house. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls*  inquired  whether  there 
was  an  affidavit  on  the  part  of  the  solicitor  or  his  town 
agent,  stating  that  due  diligence  had  been  used  in 
endeavouring  to  apprehend  the  Defendant,  as  required 
by  I  W.  4.  c.  36.  s.  15.  rule  1. 

Mr.  Wikon  satd  he  had  not  an  affidavit  in  those 
terms;  but  he  submitted  that,  as  the  best  evidence  of 
due  diligence  having  been  used  was  that  of  the  sheriff's 
officer  himself,  the  legislature  could  never  have  in- 
tended that  the  secondary  evidence  of  the  solicitor,  who 
could  only  derive  his  information  from  the  officer  in- 
trusted with  the  execution  of  the  writ,  should  be 
indispensable. 

The 
•SirC.Pdpyi. 


PASSS  INXHAWEJIT- 

7^  Master  ^  tfie  Rolls  said,  that  the  act  had        H%4- 
expressly  pointed  out  the  persons  with  whose  evidence 
the  Court  was  to  be  satisfied ;  and  no  other  evidence, 
therefore,  could  be  satbFactory. 

Motion  refused. 


M 


CULLINGWORTH  r.  GRUNDY.  «m^ 

R.  K.  PARKER  requested  to  have  the  judgment  The  jurisdio 
of  the  Court  upon  a  point  which  had  arisen  in  Couit  to  ^ 

this  case,  and  which,  he  observed,  was  of  considerable  ^^^  orders 

uuoD  notions 
importance  in  practice;  namely,  whether  under  the  au-  otcourseisnot 

thority  of  the  S  &  4  ff^.  4.  c.  94.,  and  the  twentieth  of  the  ^^  ""'•^  ^^ 
•^  .  t  f  the  operation 

new  orders,  issued  on  the  2Ut  ol  December  1833,  founded  of  the  3  & 

upon  that  statute^  the  common  application  for  leave  to  i.  is^and^ii. 

amend  before  answer,  ought  to  be  made  as  a  motion  ^^^  the  new 

of  course  in  court,  or  whether  it  should  be  made  before  ed  thereupaoi 

the  Master  like  special  applications  for  leave  to  amend. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said  he  should  look  into 
the  act  of  parliament,  in  pursuance  of  which  the  orders 
referred  to  had  been  framed,  before  he  decided  the 
point 


The  Lord  Chancellor.  /on.  i7. 

After  fully  considering  the  subject  matter  of  the 
thirteenth  and  fourteenth  sections  of  the  statute,  and 
after  consulting  with  the  learned  judges  who  preside 
in  the  other  branches  of  the  Court,  I  have  come  with 
them  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
Court  is  not  excluded  by  the  operation  of  the  four-> 
B  b  2  teenth 
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toaidi- 4ectkni.  Tbat  seeUoD^  wbidi  alone  epuid  be 
eonteiided  to  -hefe  taken  awsjr  the  jaiMiction,  takea 
it  away,  if  at  all,  onfy  by  reference  to  the  preceding 
sectipn;  and  the  question  then  oomes  to  be^  what  is  il 
wliieb  is  dene  by  the  thirteenth  section? 

The  first  ground  on  which  it  appears  that  the  thir- 
teenth section  is  to  be  confined  in  its  operation  to  cases 
of  special  applications  is  the  use  of  the  words  **  hear 
and  detenninei''  which  are  found  there.  These  words 
are  any  thing  but  correctly  descriptive  of  an  order  nmde 
upon  a  motion  of  course;  although,  perhaps,  if  the 
ii^atfer  had  l^ested  there,  I  might  have  felt  a  difficulty 
in  saying  that  the  language  sufficiently  defined  the 
nature  of  the  applications  intended,  to  the  exclusion 
of  modons  of  course.  But  then  comes  the  latter  part 
of  the  section,  which  contemplates  a  very  diflerent 
matter, — the  appeal  given  to  the  Chancellor,  the  Mas- 
ter of  the  Rolls,  and  the  Vice-Chancellor,  from  such 
determination,  and  from  the  Master,  by  whom  it  has 
been  made.  And  the  fourteenth  section  immediately 
follows,  and  excludes  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  in 
every  way  unless  upon  appeal;  so  that  the  consequence 
of  holding  that  the  thirteenth  section  deprived  the 
Court  of  its  authority  in  such  a  case  would  be  this,  tliat 
the  fourteenth  section  would  not  merely  exclude  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  in  these  matters,  but  would 
expressly  state  that  the  only  jurisdiction  which  the 
Court  possessed  was  an  appellate  jurisdiction  upon 
orders  of  course,  a  consequence  utterly  absurd. 

Upon  these  grounds  w^  are  unanimously  of  opinion 
that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  is  not  excluded  in  this 
case.* 

*  tlie  ISth  and  Uth  lectiont  13th,  "  And  be  it  further 
of  the  S&4  W.4.  C.S4.  are  as  enacted,  that  the  Matten  in 
Mlowi;—  ordinary  of  the  High  Court  of 

Chancefy 
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Chinoery  iMI  hear  and  deter* 
mioe  a}l  appicadoBf  for  time  to 
pleadi  answer,  or  demur,  and  fpr 
l^ye  to  amend  bills,  and  for  en- 
lai^ng  pnblkflidon,  and  aB  such 
other  matters  relating  to  the  eoi>* 
duct  of  suits  in  the  said  Court 
as  the  Lord  Chancellor,  with 
tfie  advi£6  and  assistance  of  the 
Master  4i  the  RolU  and  Vic*^ 
GhanteUoft  fit  one  of  them, 
shall  bj  any  general  order  or 
orders  direct,  in  such  manner 
and  tmder  sbch  rules  and  regu- 
lations as  b|  any  gentttl  order 
or  orden  to  be  also  issaed  by 
the  Lord  Chancellor,  with  the 


adrice '  and  assbtenee^  mbhMi^ 
shall  htf  dirwtedv  addithat  it« 
shall  be  lawfid  fi^r  either,  {lart^. 
to  appeal  by  motion  from  the 
order  made  on  such  application' 
to  the  Loi^  ChaHdaUor,'  JSm^ 
of  the  Rolls,  or  Vice-Chancellor, 
and  that  the  order  mtii^  on  Mch 
appesil  sfiaJS  be  final  an^  con* 
dttsiva.^'   '   i-  •   ■''   -'  ''  '''     ' 
Mtl%  /"  And  :«^  ib  ramt^ 
that  no  such  a|iplicat|oii  aa  abpriL 
mentioned  shall    in   future  be 
heard  by  Any  of  th^  Judges  of 
the  itt&dOiMini  idi  OUmtfer^^if^. 
qept  on  appeal  as  }i«Muibf^ 
provided.** 


jh4; 


WOETH 

danllb'T. 


Bb  S 
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WHARTON  V.  SWANN. 


If  after  repli- 
cation fileJ, 
the  Plaintiff 
has  on  special 
icave  amended 
Ilia  Liili  in  such 
a  manner  as 
to  call  for  an 
answer,  he 
may  after-  ^ 
wards  obtain, 
as  of  course, 
a  further  order 
to  amend  at 
anv  time 
before  the 
answer  to  the 
amended  bill 
Is  put  upon 
the  file. 


I^N  the  21st  o[  November  18S1,  the  Plaintiff  filed  hb 
original  bill  in  this  cause.  On  the  14th  of  Mtof 
1832,  the  Defendants,  Swann^  Norrisun^  Smithson^  and 
Otky^  put  in  their  answers.  On  tl)e  I4lh  of  March 
1.8SS|  the  Defendants  having  obtained  an  order  to 
dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution,  the  Plaintiff 
gave  the  usnal  undertaking  to  speed,  and  filed  a  repli- 
cation. On  the  14th  of  JunCy  the  Plaintiff,  by  a  special 
orcler,  obtained  leave  to  withdraw  the  replication  and 
amend  his  bill,  and  also-  to  file  a  bill  of  revivor  against 
the  representatives  of  the  Defendant  S'xann^  who  had 
(lied ;  and  on  the  25th  of  the  same  month  the  bill  of 
revivor  was  put  upon  the  file,  and  the  original  bill  was 
at  the  same  time  amended,  pursuant  to  the  order  of 
the  14th  of  June.  The  amendments  were  numerous 
and  extensive,  and  rendered  a  fresh  engrossment  neces- 
sary. On  the  5th  of  September  1833,  the  Defendants 
obtained  an  order  for  six  weeks'  time  to  answer  the 
amended  bill.  On  the  12ih  ofJune  1834,  an  order  was 
made  that  the  suit  should  stand  revived  as  against  the 
executors  of  Swann.  On  the  5th  of  August  following 
tne  Plaintiff  obtained  a  common  ex  parte  order  to  re- 
amend  his  bill;  and  on  the  26th  of  the  same  month  the 
re-amended  bill,  which  was  greatly  enlarged  and  required 
a  second  reengrossment,  was  put  upon  the  file. 


Mr.  Barber  and  Mr.  Wakefield  now  moved,  on  behalf 
of  different  Defendants,  that  the  order  of  the  5th  of 
August  1834  might  be  discharged  for  irregularity,  and 
that  the  re^amended   bill,  filed  in  pursuance  of  that 

ordei^ 
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order,  might  be  taken  off  the  file  with  costs.  The 
question  depended  upon  the  construction  to  be  put  on 
the  thirteenth  oF  the  new  orders,  as  that  order  existed  in 
its  revised  form,  published  in  November  1831.*  It  was 
there  expressly  provided,,  that  after  answer  and  before 
replication,  which,  as  the  replication  had  been  by  leave 
withdrawn,  was,  in  fact,  the  present  case,  one  order  only 
to  amend  should  be  obtained  as  of  course ;  and  surely 
the  circumstance  that  the  preceding  order  to  amend 
was  special,  ought  not  to  put  the  Plaintiff  in  a  better 
situation.  An  order  for  a  second  amendment  could 
only,  under  such  circumstances,  be  obtained  upon  a 
special  application  ;  Tarleton  v.  Dyer,  (a)  If  it  were 
held  that,  after  answer  and  replication  filed,  and  after 
the  replication  had  been  by  special  leave  withdrawn  for 
the  purpose  of  allowing  a  new  case  to  be  made  by 

amend- 


1835. 


Swank. 


*  The  order  is  as  follows:  — 
"  That  after  an  answer  has  been 
filed,  the  plaintiff  shall  be  at  li- 
berty, before  filing  a  replication, 
to  obtain  upon  motion  or  peti- 
tion without  notice,  one  order  for 
leave  to  amend  the  bill ;  but  no 
further  leave  to  amend  shall  be 
granted  after  an  answer  and 
before  replication,  unless  the 
Court  sbaJl  be  satisfied  by  affi- 
davit that  the  draft  of  the  in- 
tended  amendments  has  been 
settled,  approved,  and  signed  by 
counsel,  and  that  such  amend- 
ments are  not  intended  to  be 
made  for  the  purpose  of  delay 
or  vexation,  but  because  the 
tame  are  considered  to  be  ma- 
terial to  the  case  of  the  plaintiff; 


such  affidavit  to  be  made  by  the 
plaintiff,  or  one  of  the  plaintiffi» 
where  there  n  more  than  one^ 
and  his,  her,  or  their  solicitor, 
or  by  such  solicitor  alone,  in  case 
the  plaintiff  or  plaintifia  from 
being  abroad  or  otherwise,  shall 
be  unable  to  join  therein;  but 
no  order  to  amend  shall  be  made 
after  answer  and  before  repli- 
cation, either  without  notice  or 
upon  affidavit,  in  manner  herein- 
before mentioned,  unleM  such 
order  be  obtained  within  six 
weeks  after  the  answer,  if  there 
be  only  one  defendant,  or  after 
the  last  of  the  answers,  if  there 
be  two  or  more  defendants,  is 
to  be  deemed  sufficient" 


{a)  1  Btui.  4*  Mylne^  1. 
Bb  4 
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amendowit,  the  PlainUff  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  go  oo 
amending  as  often  as  be  pleased,  until  an  answer  to  the 
bill  88  last  amended  was  on  the  file,  the  eonsequenee 
would  be^  that  such  amendments  might  be  made  in  m- 
JSnitum  upon  orders  of  course;  for  each  successiTe 
amendment  which  called  for  a  fresh  answer  would  keq) 
alire  the  PlaintiflTs  right,  and  the  whole  object  of  the 
thirteenth  order,  which  was  framed  for  the  express 
purpose  of  preventing  rexatious  delay  and  expense, 
would  be  effectually  defeated. 

Mr.  Eo^e  and  Mr.  JUderton^  contra^  contended,  that 
after  a  bill  was  amended  in  such  a  manner  as  to  call  for 
a  firesh  answer,  it  became,  in  lact,  a  new  bill,  and  that, 
till  an  answer  to  the  bill  so  amended  was  placed  upon 
the  file,  the  thirteenth  order  had  no  application.  The 
answer  there  mentioned  was  plainly  to  be  understood  as 
the  answer  which  the  Defendant  was  called  upon  to  put 
in.  If  any  mischierous  consequences  were  found  in 
practice  to  result  ftt>m  such  a  construction,  they  might 
easily  be  guarded  against  by  a  new  order,  or  by  putting 
the  Plaintiff  upon  terms,  whenever  the  Court,  after  re« 
plication,  gave  special  leave  to  amend.  The  order  of 
the  5th  of  August  ISS^,  now  sought  to  be  discharged, 
was  obtained  on  an  &rjMrr/tf  application;  but  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Vice-Chancellor  who  made  it  was  fully  called 
to  the  circumstances,  and  his  Honor  then  thought  that 
the  proceeding  was  regular. 

The  Lord  Chancellor.* 

At  the  close  of  the  argument  the  impression  upon  my 
mind  was,  that  the  term  **  answer,"  used  in  the  thir« 
teenth  of  the  new  orders,  referred  to  the  answer  to  the 

amended 

*  Lord  Lyndkttni, 
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amended  bUl ;  the  aiMwer  to  that  bill  which  the  party 
was  boBnd  to  answer.  I  have  since  had  a  commu- 
nicaUon  with  the  Vice-chancellor  with  respect  to  his 
understanding  <m  the  sul]gect)  and  I  learn  from  him  that 
the  consOruction  which  he  puts  npon  the  language  of  ^ 
the  order  coincides  with  my  own;  and  that  that  con- 
struction, moreover,  is,  as  he  believes,  consistent  with  the 
intention  of  the  Judges  by  whom  the  order  was  framed. 
The  motion  must,  therefore,  be  dismissed,  but  as  it  was 
a  fair  question  to  raise,  without  costs. 


S66 
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Rolls. 
ARNOLD  V.  ARNOLD.  iVbi?a*^i5. 

1SS5. 

nnH£  will  of  George  Arnold^  a  Lieut  Colonel  in  the 

''^   service  of  the  Bad  India  Company,  bearing  date  ^e  to  mS 

18th  ofSepiembef^  1828,  and  executed  in  Jndiop  where  he  of  certain  in* 

and  bis  wife  and  family  then  resided,  contained  this  pas-  and  niMcs  by 

saoe:  na™«,400^- 
^  **  with  com- 
poand  interest  at  5  pa*  cent  per  annum*,  f\tam  the  day  of  their  btrtb»  to  be  fettled  on 
their  marrying  or  attuning  twenty-one  years,  whicheyer  may  first  hap[>en :"  Held, 
that  compound  interest  at  i  per  cent,  was  to  ran  on  each  of  the  legacies  fix>m  the 
birth'days  of  the  several  legatees  till  their  marriage  or  majority  respectiyely,  and  not 
merely  to  the  day  of  the  testator^s  death. 

A  bequest  of  **  my  wines  and  property  In  Engktndi*  held  to  pass  the  testator's 
property  in  England  of  every  description,  including  money  in  the  funds  and  at  his 
oanker'gy  debts,  and  arrears  of  a  pension  due  to  him,  and  not  confined  to  property 
efutdem  generit  with  wines. 

The  testator  desired  that  A^  B*^  and  C  might  each  enjoy,  during  life,  the 
interest  of  800^  sterling,  the  principal  to  devolve  eventoally  to  his  residuary 
legatees.  He  directed  the  residue  of  his  property  to  be  divided  into  three  equal 
parts,  one  part  to  each  of  his  brothers  and  nis  nster;  and  if  his  brothers  and  sister 
should  not  survive  him,  or  have  legal  issue  living  at  the  testator's  death,  then  their 
shares  to  devolve  in  equil  proportions  to  the  survivors,  as  well  as.  the  shares  that 
might  have  been  devised  to  their  issue.  The  testator's  estate  was  not  sufficient  to 
pay  the  le^cies  in  full :  Held,  upon  the  death  of  one  of  the  tenants  for  life,  that 
an  apportionment  of  the  legacy  of  800^,  set  apart  to  answer  her  life-interest, 
fell  into  the  residue,  and  was  not  given  over  to  the  residuary  l^tees  in  their 
individual  character ;  and  that  the  surviving  tenants  for  life  were  entitled  to  have 
the  deficiencies  in  their  annuities  satisfied  out  of  the  released  fund. 
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1854«        sage:-^^'  I  give  and  bequeath  the  following  satns;- 


AxveiA 


to  my  dear  wife,  Anne  Martinez^  1000/«  sterling ;  also 
my  wines  and  property  in  England.  To  my  dear  child^ 
Sophia  Mary  Amddj  IS^OOOL  sterling,  to  be  kept  in 
trust  by  my  executors  till  she  shall  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  or  marry/'  &c«  After  giving  directions 
with  regard  to  the  settlement  of  this  sum  upon  his 
daughter's  marriage,  and  limiting  it  over  in  the  event  of 
her  dying  before  the  legacy  became  payable,  the  testator 
bequeathed  a  similar  sum  of  15,000/.  sterling  to  any  child 
of  which  his  wife  might  be  pregnant  at  his  death,  under 
the  same  stipulations.  He  then  gave  a  number  of  pecu- 
niary legacies  to  different  relations,  and  among  others  the 
following :  —  "  To  each  of  my  dear  nieces  and  nephews, 
if  living  at  my  death,  Eliza  Mathilda  Phipps,  Eloisa  Ann 
Phipps^  Edward  Constantine  P/tipps,  and  George  tmiiam 
Phipps^  400/.,  with  compound  interest  at  5  per  cent  per 
annum  from  the  day  of  their  birth,  to  be  settled  on  their 
marrying  or  attaining  twenty-one  years,  whichever  may 
first  occur.  Should  any  of  them  not  marry  or  attain 
twenty-one  years,  the  sums  to  devolve  in  like  manner  to 
the  surviving  children  in  equal  proportions,  failing 
which,  to  my  residuary  legatees.** 

The  testator  died  in  India^  on  the  1st  of  October  1828. 
The  bill  was  filed  by  his  infant  children,  for  the  purpose 
of  having  the  estate  administered  according  to  the 
trusts  of  the  will.  On  taking  the  accounts  before  the 
Master,  it  appeared  that  there  would  be  a  considerable 
deficiency  of  assets  to  answer  the  legacies  given  by 
the  will. 

In  calculating  the  amount  of  compound  interest  due 
in  respect  of  the  several  legacies  of  400/.  given  by  the 
testator  to  his  nephews  and  nieces,  all  of  whom  were 
infants  and  unmarried  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  the 

Master 
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Master  computed  interest  at  5  per  cent,  from  the  re-       1€84« 
.spective  days  of  the  births  of  such  nephews  and  nieces 
to  the  date  of  his  report ;  and  the  report  was  excepted 
to  by  the  Plaintiffs  upon  that  ground.    -' 

Mr.  Bickersteth  and  Mr.  Piggoti,  for  the  exception. 

The  computation  of  compound  interest  at  5  per  cent, 
ought  to  have  been  confined  to  the  interval  between  the 
respective  births  of  the  legatees  and  the  1st  of  October 
1828,  the  day  of  the  testator's  death ;  and  ought  not  to 
have  been  continued  to  the  period  at  which  the  legacies 
were  to  become  vested  on  the  marriage  or  majority  of 
the  several  parties.  To  suppose  the  testator  meant  that 
compound  interest  should  run  after  his  own  decease 
upon  so  many  legacies  to  infant  relatives,  is  to  ascribe  to 
him  a  very  improbable  and  inconvenient  intention,  and 
one  which  the  words  of  the  bequest  by  no  means  ne- 
cessarily import.  It  would  be  impossible,  indeed,  for 
the  trustees,  whose  duty  it  is,  under  the  directions  in 
this  bequest,  to  appropriate  and  invest  a  sufficient  sum 
to  answer  the  legacies  in  question,  to  ascertain,  or  even 
to  conjecture,  what  amount  would  be  required  for  the 
purpose.  The  sums  are  expressed  to  be  given  to  the 
nephews  and  nieces  named  in  the  will,  *'  with  compound 
interest  at  5  per  cent  per  annum  from  the  day  of  their 
birth."  Till  what  time?  Clearly  till  the  testator^s 
death,  the  time  at  which  the  will  speaks,  and  which 
doubtless  he  had  in  view,  as  the  period  at  which  the 
value  of  tlie  several  legacies  with  their  accumulated  in- 
terest was  to  be  ascertained ;  and  at  the  end  of  a  year 
from  that  period,  the  ordinary  interest  at  4  per  cent, 
would,  of  course,  become  computable  upon  the  aggre- 
gate sum  due  in  respect  of  each.  The  direction,  that 
the  legacies  were  **  to  be  settled  on  them  on  their 
marriage  or  attaining  twenty-one  years,  which  ever  may 
first  occur,''  has  no  natural  connection  with  the  period 

up 
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up  to  which  intereBt  is  to  be  computed;  hot  nierely 
fixes  the  moment  when  the  right  of  the  legatee  is  to 
become  absolutely  vested,  and  when  it  will  be  the  duty 
of  the  trustees  to  have  the  sum  properly  settled. 

Mr.  Bethelh  contra. 

The  Master  qfthe  Rolls  *  observed,  that  it  was  not 
very  likely  that  the  testator,  after  having  anxiously  pro- 
vided that  these  legacies  should  bear  an  extraordinary 
rate  of  interest  from  the  births  of  the  respective  legatees^ 
a  period  prior  to  his  own  decease,  should  have  meant 
entirely  to  omit  the  intervening  period  between  his  death 
and  the  time  when  the  legacies  were  to  become  payable. 
A  much  more  probable  construction  was  that  the  tes- 
tator had  intended  by  the  expressions  he  had  used^  to 
enlarge  the  benefit  of  the  legacies  by  declaring  that  the 
interest  should  begin  to  run  upon  them  at  an  earlier 
period  than  was  usual,  and  that  instead  o£  simple  interest 
at  5  per  cent,  compound  interest  should  be  calculated 
upon  them  at  that  rate.  The  exception  ought  there- 
fore to  be  over-ruled. 


The  cause  having  come  on  for  further  directions,  and 
also  upon  the  petition  of  the  widow,  a  question  was  made 
upon  the  efieot  of  the  testator's  bequest  to  her  of  his 
wines  and  property  in  EnglatuL 

It  was  found  by  a  special  report  that  the  testator's 
property  in  England  at  the  time  of  his  decease  consisted 
of  the  following  particulars;  viz*  a  sum  of  734/.  175.  6d» 
being  cash  and  bills  in  the  hands  of  his  bankers;  certain 
wines  which  the  executors  had  subsequently  given  up  to 
the  testator's  widow;  a  box  contaming  wearing  apparel ; 

the 
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the  sum  of  800A  10s.  IdL,  new  4  per  oent.  annaides  stAncU  1884« 
ing  in  the  names  of  trustees ;  the  SBm  of  S6l.  IBs.  Sd.^  the 
arjears  of  a  pension  payable  out  of  the  lliZchequer ;  the 
sum  of  50^  due  on  the  balance  of  an  account ;  and  a 
reversionary  interest  in  the  dividends  to  accrue  on  the 
sum  of  17152i  \2$.  in  the  3  per  cents,  daring  the  life  of 
another  person. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  for  the  widow,  argued  that  upon  the 
true  construction  of  the  clause  the  bequest  was  of  the 
testator's  wines,  including  all  wines  whether  in  Eng* 
land  or  elsewhere,  and  of  his  property  in  England  i 
and  if  so,  no  question  could  be  raised  upon  the  effect  of 
the  first  bequest  in  cutting  down  the  generality  of  the 
second.  If,  however,  it  were  read  as  a  gift  ouly  of  his 
wines  in  England^  still  the  subsequent  word  '*  property  " 
must  be  allowed  some  operation,  and  as  there  was  no- 
thing ejusdem  generis  with  the  wines,  (for  even  the  box  of 
clothes  did  not  fall  within  that  description,)  the  Court 
must  necessarily  understand  the  word  property  in  its 
natural  and  ordinary  sense,  and  would  comprise  under 
it  all  the  particulars  of  which  the  Master's  report  had 
found  that  the  testator's  property  in  England  consisted. 
The  gift  of  the  wines,  besides,  was  coupled  with  a  gift 
of  property  in  a  particular  locality ;  and  no  authority 
oonld  be  produced  in  which  a  bequest  of  a  testator's 
goods,  Sec,  followed  by  another  of  all  his  property  in  a 
particular  house  oi^  place,  the  will  itself  furnishing  the 
restriction,  had  been  held  to  cut  down  the  operation  of 
the  second  bequest  to  things  ejusdem  generis  with  the 
articles  given  by  the  first.  Roper  on  Legacies  (a), 
MidieU  V.  MicheU{b\  Campbell  v.  PrescoU  {c). 

Mr.  Bickersleth  and  Mr.  P^ott,  contrd^  contended 
that  the  reason  why  the  testator  spoke  of  his  wines  was 

because 

(a)  Ch.  4.  8. 1.   Tol.  I.  p.  818.         {b)  S  Mad,  69. 
td  ed.  (e)  15  Ve$.  SOO. 
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1664^  becMse  he  imagined  it  was  neoetaary  to  nienUon  tkeaa 
expressly;  but  that  upon  the  true  and  natural  reading 
of  die  aenlenoe  the  qualification  superadded  of  being  {u 
JBttglandf  equally  applied  to  the  wines  as  to  the  other  pro- 
perty«  It  was,  in  efiect,  a  gift  of  his  wines  and  other 
property  in  England  g  and  this  at  once  disposed  of  the 
main  argument  for  the  widow.  What  was  meant  by 
things  ejusdem  generis  with  wines  was  not  things  that 
might  be  eaten  and  drunk,  but  moveables,  and  as  the 
wearing  apparel  fell  within  that  description,  there  was 
property  in  England  ejusdem  generis  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  language  of  the  will.  If  the  testator  meant  to  give 
his  widow  every  thing  he  had  in  England^  why  did  he 
not  say  so  in  unequivocal  terms  ?  A  gift  of  all  that  be- 
longed to  him,  or  of  all  that  was  coming  to  him,  would 
have  placed  the  matter  beyond  doubt.  There  did  not 
occur  here,  as  in  the  cases  referred  to,  any  such  sweeping 
words  as  would  properly  carry  debts.  If  the  decision 
in  Fleming  v.  Brook  {a\  were  good  law,  the  question 
must  be  determined  against  the  widow. 

Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply. 

In  Fleming  v.  Brook^  the  decision  depended  upon  a 
totally  different  principle,  and  one  that  can  have  no 
application  here;  namely,  that  the  property  claimed 
was  not  within  the  local  limits  prescribed  by  the  will, 
the  securities  and  receipts,  though  the  symbols  and 
representatives  of  property,  not  being  considered  to  be 
themselves  property;  whereas,  here,  the  Master,  by 
a  report  which  has  not  been  objected  to,  has  found 
that  all  the  particular  items  claimed  by  the  widow 
composed  the  testator's  property  in  England  at  the 
time  of  his  decease.  It  is  asked,  if  he  meant  to  use  the 
term  property  in  its  enlarged  sense,  why  did  he  not 

omit 
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dmk  the  gift  of  the  wines.  But  if  by  wines  be  intended 
to  pass  his  whole  stock,  as  well  that  in  India  as  in 
England^  the  mention  of  his  wines  was  nnaToidable* 
The  presumption  ptimA  facie  is,  that  words  are  used 
in  their  ordinary  legal  sense;  and  unless,  therefore^ 
some  extraordinary  expression  or  strong  implication  to 
the  contrary  can  be  found  in  the  context  to  control 
or  cut  them  down,  they  must,  in  construction,  be 
allowed  their  ordinary  legal  operation.  Had  the  tes* 
tator  meant  to  confine  his  bequest  to  wines  in  England^ 
the  natural  expression  would  have  been  <*  also  my  wines 
in  Englandy  and  my  property  there."  If  the  worda 
do  not  render  the  restrictive  construction  imperative,  or 
if  the  point  is  doubtful,  it  then  becomes  necessary  to 
weigh  the  probabilities  of  the  case.  It  is  not  denied  that 
the  words  *^  in  England^ yrev^  applicable  to  other  property 
as  well  as  to  wines.  Indeed,  the  expression  ^  property 
in  England'*  would  clearly  pass  every  thing  there,  not 
excepting  the  wines,  which,  so  far  as  they  were  at  bomef 
would  pass,  as  was  intended,  under  the  word  ^^  property,'' 
the  other  wines  passing  by  the  previous  specific  gift  of 
them.  The  rule  according  to  which  general  words  in 
a  bequest,  where  they  follow  an  enumeration  of  articles, 
are  confined'  to  things  ejusdcm  generis^  is  founded  on  a 
highly  artificial  principle,  and  ought' not  to  be  extended; 
for  it  is  a  rule  not  consistent  with  the  ordinary  feelings 
and  conduct,  and  frequently  defeats  the  intentions  of  tes- 
tators, who,  after  enumerating  the  principal  particulars 
of  which  their  property  consists,  generally  sum  up  the 
whole  by  some  comprehensive  expression,  for  the  very 
purpose  of  including  and  passing  every  thing  which 
they  may  have  accidentally  omitted  to  specify.  What 
can  be  more  improbable  than  that,  in  the  outset  of 
the  bequest,  the  testator  should  specifically  mention 
wines  with  a  view  to  restrict  the  sweeping  expression 
which  was  to  follow?  No  answer  has  been  giveA  i6 
the  argument  arising  outof  thediaracter  of  the  second 

gift 
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199^*       ^  W  H  ipecific  beqiaesty  nor  cao  any  case  be  prodooed  in 
Abnold      .^biph  a  specific  bequest  has  been  cut  down  upon  the 
>.  effect  of  antecedent  gifts  of  a  partial  kind.    .Suppose  it 

AxMOLp*  had  stood  as  a  bequest  of  the  testator^a  wines  and  pro- 
perty in  a  particular  house»  can  it  be  doubted  that  all 
the  property  in  that  house*  including  money,  plate, 
jewels,  books»  and  articles  of  every  description,  would 
haye  passed  ?  And  this  is  in  principle  ezacdy  the  same 
case* 

The  MASTER  ^  the  Rolls*,  after  stadng  the  passage 
in  the  will  upon  which  the  question  arose,  and  the 
substance  ef  the  Master's  special  report,  proceeded :  — 

On  the  one  side,  it  is  contended  that  the  widow,  under 
this  bequest  of  the  testator's  wines  and  property  in 
Englandf  takes  nothing  but  the  box  of  wearing  apparel, 
on  the  ground  of  there  being  nothing  else  among  the 
several  articles  and  property  in  England  ejusdem  generis 
with  the  wines;  on  the  other  side,  it  is  insisted  that  the 
terms  are  general,  and  apply  to  every  description  of 
property  to  be  found  existing  in  England  at  the  time  of 
die  testator's  decease. 

On  the  part  of  the  widow,  it  is  first  argued,  that  the 
bequest  of  the  testator's  wines  cannot  be  considered  as 
limited  to  wines  in  England^  but  that  it  includes  all  his 
wines  wherever  existing.  I  cannot,  however,  adopt 
that  construction.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  whole 
formed  clearly  one  sentence,  and  that  the  wines,  there- 
fore^ as  well  as  the  property  subsequently  spoken  of, 
are  limited  to  the  locality  of  England. 

The  question  then  is,  whether,  assuming  this  to  be 
the  right  construcdon,  the  expression,  "  my  wines  and 
property  in  England^**  will  not  include  every  description 

of 
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of  property  found  to  be  locally  situate  in  this  country,        1854. 
or  whether  there  be  any  rule  which  necessarily  limits 
that  property  to  articles  of  the  same  kind  with  the 
subject-matter  of  the  previous  gift. 

That  the  mere  enumeration  of  particular  articles, 
followed  by  a  general  bequest,  does  not  of  necessity 
restrict  the  general  bequest,  is  obvious,  because,  as  has 
been  stated,  a  testator  often  throws  in  such  specific 
words,  and  then  winds  up  the  catalogue  with  some 
comprehensive  expression,  for  the  very  purpose  of  pre^ 
venting  the  bequest  from  being  so  restricted.  Clearly, 
therefore,  in  the  ordinary  case,  the  gift  of  the  wines 
would  not  be  limited  by  the  occurrence  of  the  subse- 
quent word  "  property,"  which,  be  it  observed,  is  as 
large  and  comprehensive  a  term  as  can  possibly  be  used* 

The  question  then  remains,  whether  the  limit  in 
point  of  place,  imposed  by  the  testator  on  the  extent  of 
the  bequest^  ought  to  make  any  difierence;  and  I  can 
find  neither  reason  nor  authority  for  holding  that  it 
should.  Indeed,  I  have  been  unable  to  discover  any 
instance  in  which  the  word  **  property  "  has  been  con- 
fined to  articles  of  the  description  before  enumerated* 
unless  where  other  expressions  occurred,  from  which  it 
was  clear  that  the  word  was  not  there  used  in  its  ord»* 
nary  sense. 

The  cases  on  this  subject  naturally  turn  upon  very 
nice  distinctions ;  in  most  of  them  the  general  bequest 
sought  to  be  restricted  has  been  of  '<  effects,"  and  I  know 
of  none  in  which  the  question  has  arisen  on  the  word 
**  property,"  unless  where  it  has  been  introduced  by  way 
of  exception  or  qualification  to  the  prior  gift.  Jones  v« 
Lord  Sefton  [a)  was  a  case  of  this  kind,  and  the  question 

there 

(a)  4  Vet,  166. 
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tter^  tamea  entirely  opon  the  extent  of  the  exeeption* 
Thi'same  obserratton  appKes  to  Fleming  r.  Brook. {a) 
Thft  qu^tkMi  tfcewl  waa,  not  as  to  what  was  to  be  included 
iiti^er  the  term  "  property/'  but  whether  the  money  se- 
ared by  a  bond  feond  in  the  testator's  house  was  to  be 
tfotisid^ed  for  the  purposes  of  the  will  bs  property 
^thin  Che  house;  and  the  Court,  in  determming  the 
qoestlon  in  the  negative,  proceeded  on  the  ground  that 
diebabitaiioii  in  which  the  bond  was  found  was  not  the 
plaiie  whei^e  the  money  was,  and,  consequently,  that  the 
property  sought  to  be  excepted  did  not  answer  the 
description. 

•  Cases  of  that  nature  have  no  analogy  to  the  present; 
and  I  must,  therefore,  decide,  in  the  absence  of  any 
authority  or  principle  to  the  contrary,  that  the  widow 
tdbes  ail  the  several  descriptions  of  the  testator's  pro- 
perty which  the  Master  has  reported  to  have  been  in 
England  at  the  time  of  his  death. 


The  same  will  concluded  with  this  passage :  —  "I 
desire  that  Mrs.  Ann  Fitch^  and  her  sister  Mrs.  Edward 
Fassatf,  the  dear  and  valued  friends  of  my  sainted 
mother,  and  Laura  Vassallf  my  own  dear  friend  and 
adopted  sister,  may  each  enjoy,  during  life,  the  interest 
of  800/.  sterling,  the  principal  to  devolve  eventually 

to 


1855. 
Feb.  2. 

The  testator 
desired  that 
A.t  B,,  aad  C. 
mipht  each 
emoy,  during 
life,  the  in- 
terest of  soof. 
sterling,  the 
principal  to 
devolve 
eventually  to 

his  residuary  legatees.  He  directed  the  residue  of  his  property  to  be  divided 
into  three  equal  parts,  one  psrt  to  each  of  his  brothers  and  his  sister ;  and  if  his 
brothers  and  sister  should  not  survive  him,  or  have  legal  issue  living  at  the  testator's 
death,  then  their  shares  to  devolve  in  equal  proi>ortions  to  the  survivors,  as  well  as 
the  shares  that  m^t  have  been  devised  to  their  issue.  The  testator's  estate  was 
not  sufficient  to  pay  the  legacies  in  full:  Held,  upon  the  death  of  one  of  the 
tenants  for  life,  that  an  apportionment  of  the  legacy  of  800/.  set  apart  to  answer 
her  life-interest,  fell  into  the  residue,  and  was  not  given  over  to  the  residuary 
l^tees  in  their  individual  character;  and  that  the  surviving  tenants  for  life  were 
entitled  to  have  the  defieiencies  in  their  annuities  satisfied  out  of  the  released 
load. 


(a)  I  Scho.  ^  Lef,  318. 


Aw^o^i^ 
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to  my  residuary  legatees.  The  whole  of  my.  remaining  l-^fifl 
property!  real  and  personal^  of  every  description  wh^V  JJJl^tii 
ever,  including  the  lands  yrhxoh  belong  to  me  iaUppV  4.^1, 
Canada^  to  be  divided  into  three  equal  parts »  Me  pad 
to  each  of  my  dear  brothers,  Jam$$  and  WUtiam  JmfiU^ 
and  my  sister  Sophia  Phipps.  In  case  my  ^id  brothers 
and  sister,  should  not  survive  me,  or. have  legal  issue 
living  at  my  death,  then  his,  her,  or  their  sbares  to 
devolve  in  equal  proportions  to  the  survivors^  as  veil  as 
the  shares  that  may  have  been  devised  to  such  their 
issue**' 

The  testator's  estate  was  not  sufficient  to  pay  the 
legacies  in  full,  and  a  sum  had  been  apportioned  to 
answer  Laura  VaisalC%  life-interest  in  the  legacy  of  80(tf«» 
and  carried  to  an  account,  entitled  **  The  legacy  to 
Laura  Vassall  for  her  life."  Laura  Vassall  died  on  the 
2Sth  of  October  18349  and  a  petition  was  presented  by 
James  Arnold  and  William  Amctdj  two  of  the  residuary 
l^tees,  and  by  the  infant  children  of  Sophia  Phipps^ 
deceased,  praying  that  one  third  part  of  the  capital  sum 
which  had  been  apportioned  and  set  apart  to  answer 
Laura  VassalPs  life-interest  in  the  legacy  of  800/.,  might 
be  paid  to  James  Arnold  and  William  Arnold^  and  the  re* 
maining  third  carried  to  the  separate  account  of  the 
infant  petitioners,  and  accumulated  for  their  benefit. 

Mr.  Bethellj  in  support  of  the  petition. 

The  testator  has  expressed  his  intention  that  the 
legacies  of  800/.  should,  upon  the  decease  of  the  an- 
nuitants, go  to  bis  residuary  legatees,  whom  he  after- 
wards names.  The  sum  set  apart^  therefore,  to  answer 
the  annuity  oi Laura  Vassall^  belongs  to  the  petitioners; 
the  Court,  in  effect,  ascertained  her  rights  by  appropri- 
ating her  share  as  one  of  the  tenants  for  life  of  the  re- 
duced legacies,  and  that  appropriation  excludes  the 
C  c  £  claim 
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claim  of  the  surviving  legatees.  It  can  make  no  diflfer- 
ence,  in  construing  this  bequest,  that  the  testator^s  estate 
has  proved  to  be  insufficient  for  the  fall  payment  of  the 
legacies.  The  testator  meant,  no  doubt,  that  his  lega- 
cies should  be  fully  paid,  but  it  was  no  less  his  in- 
tention that  his  residuary  legatees  should  get  some- 
thing; and  it  might  well  be  to  provide  against  the 
possible  failure  of  the  residue  that  he  gave  the  peti- 
tioners, under  the  description  of  residuary  legatees,  but 
in  their  individual  characters,  the  benefit  of  this  bequest 
over.  The  authorities  support  this  construction  of  the 
will.  In  Farmer  v.  Mills  (a),  a  testator's  estate  was  in- 
sufficient to  pay  annuities  given  by  his  will ;  and  it  was 
held,  that  the  sums  set  apart  to  answer  the  reduced 
annuities  were  not  applicable,  upon  the  dropping  of  the 
lives  of  any  of  the  annuitants,  towards  making  good  the 
deficiency  of  the  other  annuities,  but  belonged  to  the 
residuary  legatees.  Scott  v.  Salmond  is  an  authority  to 
the  same  effect  (ft)  There  the  legatee  over  of  annuities, 
which  had  been  rateably  reduced  in  consequence  of  the 
deficiency  of  the  testator's  estate,  was  held  by  the  late 
Master  of  the  Bolls  to  be  entitled  to  the  fund  released 
by  the  death  of  one  of  the  annuitants,  and  that  decision 
was  affirmed  upon  appeal. 

Mr.  Bictcersteth  and  Mr.  Piggott^  for  tfie  two  surviving 
legatees. 

The  legacy  is  not  given  other  to  the  petitioners 
nominatimj  but  it  is  given  to  them  in  their  character  of 
residuary  legatees;  and  it  was  evidently  the  intention  of 
the  testator  that  the  capital  should  form  part  of  the  re- 
sidue. In  the  residuary  clause,  the  testator  gives  the 
whole  of  his  remaining  property,  of  whatever  de- 
scription, to  the  petitioners.     His  remaining  property 

must 
(a)  4  Ruti.  86.  (b)  1  Mj^lne  4*  Keen,  365. 
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mast  dearly  be  that  which  remains  after  satis&ction  of       18S5« 


the  several  legacies  given  to  perspns  specifically  named. 
The  cases  cited  have  no  application.  Farmer  v.  MiUs{a)y  '  v.  - 
indeed,  is  an  authority  against  the  petitioners ;  for  there  A*"^* 
the  testator  had  expressly  directed,  by  a  codicil  to  his 
will,  that,  if  his  estate  proved  deficient,  which  upon  re- 
flection he  considered  probable,  the  annuities  should  bet 
rateably  reduced;  and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  said, 
that  if  the  case  had  rested  upon  the  will,  the  residuary 
legatees  could  have  taken  no  benefit  until  the  annuities 
were  fuUy  provided  for.  Here,  there  is  nothing  to  in- 
dicate an  intention  that  the  legatees  should  not  be  fully 
paid ;  on  the  contrary,  the  words  used  by  the  testator, 
<^  that  the  principal  should  devolve  eventually  upon  his 
residuary  legatees,"  shew  that,  as  well  with  reference  to 
the  legacies  of  800/.  as  to  every  other  part  of  his  pro- 
perty, the  residuary  legatees  were  to  take  nothings  .until 
all  the  purposes  of  the  will  were  satisfied.  No  argu- 
ment against  the  right  of  the  surviving  legatees  can  be 
founded  upon  the  circumstance  of  Laura  VassaWs  in- 
terest in  the  lq;acy  having  been  carried  to  her  separate 
account;  for  it  was  carried  to  her  account  expressly  for 
her  life,  and  the  Court  did  nothing  to  bind  the  rights 
of  other  parties  after  her  decase. 

Mr.  Bagsfumcy  for  the  executors. 

Mr.  Bethelly  in  reply. 

There  is  this  difference  between  the  present  case  and 
other  cases  of  a  similar  nature  which  have  come  under 
the  consideration  of  the  Court  This  is  not  a  charge 
of  several  annuities  upon  a  common  fund,  and  a  gift 
over  of  the  corpus^  but  a  certain  sum  is  taken  out  of  the 
testator's  general  estate,  and  directed  to  be  applied  for 

the 
(a)  4  Ru$i.  S6. 
Cc  S 
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tm*  Um  bMielBt  oF  oettain  mdividoals  named,  for  ttfe^  and  al 
their  deafdis  &r  the  benefit  of  other  indmdiuds,  not 
named  indeed,  bat  designated  by  a  particular  deacription. 
The  pelkiencpa  obdm  Uie  fund,  not  as  a  portion  of 
the  rmdae,  kmt  as  a  apecific  gift  whoUj  independent  of 
die  nwidue.  In  Farmer  v.  IfiU^  the  testatxMr  foresaw, 
and  allttded  to  the  probability,  tbat  his  estate  would  not 
be  sufficient  to  answer  all  the  annuities  given  by  his  will ; 
and '  he  directed,  in  fiivonr  of  his  residuary  I^atees» 
that  tbe  annuities  should  abate.  Here  the  testator  has 
aoeomplished  the  same  end  by  different  means;  namely, 
fay  midring  a  specific  gift  to  his  residuary  legatees,  i»- 
dependcntly  of  the  pft  of  the  residue;  so  that,  in  the 
tfvent  of  deficiency,  which  he  might  equally  hare  con- 
templated, the  residuary  legatees,  who  were  his  nearest 
rdations,  might  not  be  wholly  disappointed  of  hb 
bounty* 

Tbe  Master  qfihe  Rolls.  • 

The  question  is,  whether  the  testator  meant  to  give 
the  principal  sums  of  800<.,  which  were  to  provide  for 
the  Ufe*ioterest  of  the  annuitants,  to  dtt  petitioners  in 
their  individual  character,  by  a  particular  descripdon,  or 
whether  he  intended  that  the  capital  sums,  after  the 
decease  of  the  annuitants,  should  fall  into  the  residue  of 
his  estate.  The  words  used  by  the  testator  in  the  dis- 
position of  the  capital  sums,— namely,  *^  tbe  principal 
to  devolve  eventually  to  my  residuary  legatees," —  are 
not  expressions  likely  to  be  used  by  any  one  who  meant 
to  give  a  legacy  to  any  particular  persons.  The  word 
«  devolve'^  especially  is  an  apt  expression,  if  he  meant 
that  the  capital  should  fall  into  the  residue;  but  it  is 
a  term  not  properly  applicable  to  a  gift  to  particuUr 
legatees.  To  judge  of  the  probability  of  his  intending^ 
by  these  eaqpressions,  to  give  the  lq;acy  to  particular 

persons, 
•  Sir  C  Fepyi. 


The  effect  of  his  Hoiior's  decision  would  ha?e  been, 
strictly,  the  disaiissal  of  the  petition ;  but  it  was  agreed 
to  take  a  declamtkm  in  conformity  with  the  opinion  of 
the  Court,  that  the  surviving  annuitants  were  entitled 
to  have  the  deficiencies  in  their  annuities  satisfied  out  of 
the  released  fund,  and  that,  subgeet  thereto^  that[fiind 
fell  into  the  residue. 

C  c  i 
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persons,  let  ua  see.wlmt  th^  te^Maary  |^6>i4o  H9i4it9sA9  MM* 
the  whole  of  bis  remaining  property  to. be  4iivMled  into 
three  equal  parts;  one  part  to^. each  of.hiB  .bro4ben»i 
'Jame»  and  WiUiam,  aod  his  sister  Sophia  ^  imd  in  casie 
any  of  his  awd  brolbers  aod  siater  sbouM  not  survive 
biro,  Off  have  legal  issue  living  at  bis  .death,  tiieii  bill 
ber,:  or  their  shares  to  develve  in  >equal  portions  lo'tjhe 
jBurvivors*  Tbwe  is»  therefore^  a  very  spackl  provisioil 
as  tDL  the  persons  who  are  to  take  under*  the  reaidiiaiy 
gift. '  If  the  testator  did  not  mean  >tbat  the  capital^  wbidh 
.was  toprovide  for  the. annuities  should  go  m  tboisame 
way  oatdie  restdue,  be  must  have  intended  some  parti^ 
odar  persona  to  take  it ;  but  no  particular  persons,  rare 
pointed  out*  The  inference  is,  tberdSbrei  that  be  i^ 
tended  this  sum  of  dOQL  to  become  part  of  hia  residuary 
estate^  aod  that  the  same  peraDns^  whoevsr  tbey  might 
be,  who  took  the  residue,  should  take  this  sum  aapaft 
of  his  general  estate.  The  cases  which  have  been  cited 
do  not  appear  to  me  to  furnish  any  argument  against  this 
ooostnictioa.  In  Farmer  v.  Milis^  the  testator's  oodicil 
espressly  provided  that  the  annuities  skould  be  rateabfy 
reduced;  and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  observed  that,  but 
for  that  codicil,,  the  residuary  legatees  could  have  taken 
no  benefit  until  tbe  annuities  were  Cully  pakl«^  .  Tbataue, 
therefore^  ia  an  authority  against  the  petitiooers$  aod 
Scott  V.  Salmond  was  decided  upon  special  circmnstanoca, 
which  reader  it  inapfdicable  to  the  present  caae. 
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RoLw.  CURLING  V.  PERRING. 

Feb.  16. 

MoUonforthe  HPHIS  was  a  bill  for  the  specific  performance  of  aa 

S?«5Snd-^^  agreement  to  purchase  certain  annuities  for  the  Ufe 

ence,  referred   of  Hungtrford  LuttreU^  and  also  a  poliqr  of  insufBOce 

answer  be-       efiected  on  bis  life ;  and  the  defence  made  by  the  De* 

tweenthe        fendants  in  their  answer  was,  that  for  some  months 
solicitor  of  the  .  ,  .         /.  l  *-  ^    t  # »    j 

Defendants       previous  to  the  execution  of  the  agreement,  lAtttreil  had 

and  a  person     ^^n  |j|  communication  with  the  African  committee  fi>r 

not  a  party  to     ,  «...  . 

thesuityre*      the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  appointment  to  Sierra 

^""^  Leone  f  that  he  was,  in  fact,  about  to  proceed  to  that 

part  of  the  African  coast;  that  he  was  in  such  a  state 

of  health  as  would  render  it  impracticable  for  him  to 

obtain  a  licence  firom  the  insurance  office  to  go  abroad, 

and  especially  to  such  a  climate;  and  that  those  fects 

were  known  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  fraudulently  concealed 

from  the  Defendants* 

Mr.  Wood  moved,  oa  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  for  the 
production  of  certain  letters  addressed  by  the  solicitor 
of  the  Defendants  to  Hungerfbrd  LuUreOf  and  the 
answers  of  Mr.  LuUrell  thereto,  which  letters  were  in 
part  set  out  in  the  Defendants'  answer,  and  admitted  to 
be  in  their  possession. 

Mr.  Goodeve  opposed  the  motion,  on  the  ground  that 
the  letters  in  question  were  privileged  communications 
between  the  solicitor  of  the  Defendants  and  Mr.  lad-- 
trellf  made  after  the  dispute  had  arisen  between  the 
pardes. 

Mr.  ffoodj  in  reply,  insisted  that  the  correspondence 
question  was  not  a  correspondence  between  solicitor 

and 
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and  dient,  but  between  the  solicitor  of  the  Defendants  IMft^ 
and  a  third  party,  on  a  matter  directly  relating  to,  and 
essential  to  the  establishment  of,  the  Plaintiff's  title; 
and  that  there  waa  joa  case  in  which  it  Jwd  ever  been 
held  that  a  communication  between  a  solicitor  and  a 
person  who  was  no  party  to  the  suit  was  protected  on 
tlie  ground  of  privilege. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls*  decided  that  the  cor- 
respondence, haying  taken  place  after  the  dispute  which 
was  the  subject  of  litigation  had  arisen  between  the 
parties,  formed  no  part  of  the  Plaintiff^s  title,  and  thait 
the  Plaindff  was  not  entided  to  the  inspection  of  it 
If  the  right  of  inspecting  documents  were  carried  to 
th^  length  contended  for  by  the  Plaintiff,  it  would  be 
impossible  for  a  defendant  to  write  a  letter  for  the  pur^ 
pose  of  obtuning  infdrihation  on  the  subject  of  the  suif^ 
without  the  liability  of  having  the  materials  of  his  de- 
fence disclosed  to  the  adverse  party. 

Motion  refused,  with  costs. 
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Roll*'  EVANS  v.  OWEN. 

Fed.  16. 

A  party  may  IMTR.  PARKER  moved  for  the  discharge  of  an  order, 

tiona  to  the  -^^^  obtained  by  the  Plaintiff,  to  set  down  exceptions 

Masters  re-  ^q  ^^e  Master's  report  upon  a  reference  for  imperti- 

pertinence  at  nence.     The  Master  was  attended  on  the  22d  of  De- 

beforetbe  f «w^ •  on  the  following  day  he  macje  bis  report  that 

impertinent]  the  matter  was  impertinent;  and  on  the  12th  ot  January^ 

aSuaily'ex-  being  the  day  on  which  the  oflSce  re-opened  after  the 

punged;  and  holidays,  the  report  was  filed.     On  the  ITth,  a  warrant 

this  respect  is  to  expunge  the  impertinence,  and  tax  costs,  was  taken 

not  altered  by  ^^  j,y  ^g  Defendant,  and  served  upon  the  Plaintiff  on 

the  twenty-  j  -^  r 

second  of  the   the  same  day.     On  the  21st  of  January^  the  Plaintiff 

orderTwhich    9^^>^^  ^^  order  for  liberty  to  set  down  excc^ons  to 
provides  that    the  Master's  report.     This  order,  he  submitted,  was 
imSLr  shall      obtained  in  contravention  of  the  twenty-second  of  the 
"®^  **^®^"  .1     Iwt  new  orders,  which  provides,  that  every  order  to 
the  expiration  refer  for  impertinence  shall  contain  a  direction  to  the 
from*thc^!nir  ^^^^"^  ^  expunge  matter  which  he  shall  find  imper* 
of  the  report,    tinent,  and  tax  costs ;  ^*  but  such  scandalous  or  imper- 
the  advene   ^  tinent  matter  shall  not  be  expunged,  nor  costs  taxed, 
party  may        until  the  expiration  of  four  days  from  the  filing  of  the 
pominity  oir     report  of  such  scandal  or  impertinence,  in  order  that 
filing  ex-         ^jjg  adverse  party  may  have  an  opportunity  to  file  ex- 
such  report/'    ceptions  to  such  report.''  {a)     The  Master  was  not  to 
expunge  the  impertinence  until  after  the  time  specified, 
in  order  that  the  adverse  party  might  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  file  exceptions.     Here  the  Plaintiff  had  not 
availed  himself  of  the  opportunity  of  filing  exceptions ; 
he  had  suffered  the  four  days  to  elapse  without  except- 
ing!. 

(a)  Orders  In  Chancery^  l  Hfylne  ^  Keen^  Appendix^  p.  xi. 
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ingi  and  it  was  too  late  to  take  exceptions  after  the       1888i 
expiration  of  that  time. 

Mn  J.  Bussdlj  for  the  Pbintiff,  contendetl  that,  there 
was  no  ground  whatever  for  this  application.  The 
practice^  before  the  new  orders,  as  to  exceptions  to 
reports  of  impertinence,  was  clearly  laid  down  in  HfW" 
my  V.  Bawe  {a\  where  Lord  Eldon  said,  that  exceptions 
cannot  be  taken  after  the  Master  has  once  expunged; 
but  until  the  impertinence  is  actually  expunged,  excep- 
tions may  still  be  taken,  notwithstanding  the  order  to 
expunge  has  been  obtained.  The  twenty-second  order 
did  not  vary  the  practice  in  this  respect  The  Master 
was  now  authorised,  under  one  and  the  same  order,  to 
examine  the  matter  referred  for  impertinence,  and  to 
expunge  it,  if  found  impertinent;  and,  lest  the  other 
party  should  be  precluded  by  too  rapid  a  proceeding 
from  filing  exceptions,  it  was  provided  that  the  Master 
should  not  expunge  until  after  the  expiration  of  four 
days  from  the  filing  of  the  report.  But  it  was  still  com- 
petent to  the  party,  according  to  the  rule  laid  down  by 
Lord  Eldon^  to  take  exceptions  at  any  time  before  the 
impertinence  was  actually  expunged. 

The  Masteb  of  the  Rolls.* 

This  motion  proceeds  upon  the'  supposition  that  the 
twen^-second  order  renders  it  imperative  upon  the 
party  intending  to  except  to  the  Master's  report  to  file 
his  exceptions  within  four  days  from  the  filing  of  the 
report  There  is  nothing  in  the  twenty-second  order  to 
support  that  supposition*  The  object  of  the  order  is»  to 

save 

•  Sir  C,  Pipyi. 
(a)  1  Mer.  13S. 
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1S8&  Mve  to  parties  the  expense  of  an  order  to  refer  and 
another  order  to  expunge,  one  order  being  now  sufficient 
for  both  purposes.  That  the  party  against  whom  the 
report  of  imperdnenee  is  made  may-not  be  precluded 
from  taking  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  if  he  thinks 
proper  to  except  to  the  report,  it  is  provided  that  the 
matter  found  to  be  impertinent  shall  not  be  expunged 
until  after  the  expiration  of  four  days  from  the  filing  of 
the  report  The  Master  cannot  expunge  until  after 
four  days  have  elapsed  from  the  filing  of  the  report, 
but  the  order  nowhere  declares  that  a  party  may  nol 
except  after  the  four  days,  if  the  other  side  shall  not 
have  acted  upon  the  report.  The  rule  has  always  been 
that,  so  long  as  the  impertinent  matter  remains  upon 
the  record,  it  is  competent  to  a  party  to  take  excep- 
tions, and  that  rule  is  not  altered  or  afiected  by  the 
twenty-second  order. 

Motion  dismissed  with  costs. 
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TINDAL  t^.  COBHAM.  »o"i. 

^I^HE  bill  was  filed  by  the  assignee  of  the  vendor  for  A  purcbaser, 

the  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  to  pur-  Jj^^  y^^^  j° 

chase  an  estate  for  the  sum  of  600/.     By  the  terms  of  possesMon, 

the  agreement  the  Defendant  was  to  take  possession  of  not  paid  the 

the  estate  upon  havins:  a  c^ood  title  made  out:  and  he  pui^cbase- 

^  ',  '4.*    money  on  the 

was  to  pay  5  per  cent  upon  the  purchase-money  from  ground  that  a 

the  time  of  taking  possession,  if  the  purchase^money  notbwnma^ 

were  not  immediately  paid.     The  Defendant  took  pos-  out,  was 

session  in  Juli/  1831,  with'  the  consent  of  the  vendor,  to  ^y  the'  ^ 

Shortly  after  the  execution  of  the  agreement,  an  abstract  porcba«e- 

was  delivered  to  the  Defendant,  and  objections  were  twomontbsy 

taken  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant  to  the  title,  which  ^^  *®  8*7®  "P 

*^       .  .  '  possession, 

were  not  removed  in  Mai/  1832,  when  the  vendor  took 

the   benefit  of  the   Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  and  the 

Plantiff  was  appointed  his  assignee.     The  Defendant 

continued  in  possession  of  the  estate,  and  had  neither 

paid  the  purchase-money,  nor  any  part  of  the  interest 

upon  the  purchase-money. 

A  motion  was  now  made  that  the  purchase-money 
might  be  paid  into  Court ;  and  Wickham  v.  Evered  {tt) 
and  Younge  v.  Duncambe  {b)  were  cited  as  authorities  to 
shew,  that  a  purchaser  could  not  keep  possession  of  the 
estate,  and  of  the  purchase-money  too.  In  Wickhtim  v. 
Evered  the  purchaser  was  ordered  to  pay  in  the  pur- 
chase-money within  a  month,  if  he  elected  to  retain 
possession.  Younge  v.  Duncambe  was  a  much  stronger 
case ;  for  there  a  part  of  the  contract  was,  that  5000/.9 

part 
(a)  4  Mad.  S3.  (b)  1  Yovnge,  2TS. 
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1855*  part  of  the  purchase-money  amounting  in  the  whole  to 
6300/.,  should  be  secured  by  a  mortgage  of  the  estate 
payable  at  not  less  than  twelve  months  from  the  date  of 
the  conveyance.  The  purchasery  however,  was,  upon 
motion,  ordered  to  pay  in  the  whole  purchase-money 
within  two  months. 

On  the  part  of  the  Defendant  it  was  insisted  that,  by 
the  terms  of  the  agreement,  the  purchaser  was  not  to 
pay  the  purchase-money  until  a  good  title  to  the  estate 
was  made  out;  and  that  the  non-completion  of  the  pur- 
chase had  arisen  from  the  delay  on  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiff  to  answer  queries  and  objections  taken  to  the 
tide  up  to  May  1832,  and,  since  that  period,  by  the 
state  of  circumstances  occasioned  by  the  Plaintiff's  in- 
solvency. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Wilbraham^  in  support  of  the 
motion. 

Mr.  Bickersietkf  contra. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.* 

The  Defendant  must  make  his  election  either  to  pay 
the  purchase-money,  or  give  up  possession;  and  let 
him  make  that  election  within  two  months.  The  Plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  the  immediate  payment  of  interest  at 
5  per  cent  upon  the  purchase-money,  to  be  calculated 
from  the  time  at  which  the  Defendant  took  possession. 

•  Sir  C.  Pepyi. 
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SPICER  V.  JAMES.  ^^"^^ 


^T^HIS  was  a  suit  instituted  by  a  creditor,  on  betialf  Under  the 

of  himself  and  all  other  creditors,  for  an  account  CTee'against 

of  the  personal  estate  of  an  intestate,  and  the  payment  an  adminw- 

6f  his  debts.     The  Defendant  was  another  creditor,  inghisintes- 

who  had  taken  out  letters  of  administration  of  the  intes-  **^**  ®**^  . 

to  be  applied 
tiate's  estate  and  effects,  and  who,  by  his  answer,  stated  in  a  doe 

that  be  had  himself  a  demand  as  a  creditor  against  the  <^."!*f  <*l**' 

5  mmigtration, 

estate,  and  claimed  to  be  entitled,  in  right  of  his  o£Sce  of  the  Master  is 

administrator,  to  retain  the  amount  of  that  demand  out  ^  golnto  the 

of  the  assets.     The  Plaintiff,  without  amending  his  bill,  consideration 

replied  to  the  answer,  and  obtained  at  the  hearing  the  between  the 

common  decree,  directing  the  accounts  to  be  taken  in  administrator 
**  and  the  other 

the  usual  way,  and  the  assets  to  be  applied  in  a  due  creditors 

course  of  administration,  in  payment  of  the  intestate's  ]J^|^^<^ad- 

debts.  ministrator^s 

riffht  of  re- 
tainer for  a 
*   Upon   taking   the  accounts  before  the  Master,  the  debt  due  to 

Defendant,  in  his  discharge,  credited  himself  with  the 

amount  of  the  sums  in  which  the  intestate  had  been 

indebted  to  him,  and  in  respect  of  which  he  insisted  on 

his  right  to  retain  out  of  the  assets  in  his  hands  as 

against  the  Plaintiff  and  the  other  creditors  in  equal 

degree. 

In  opposition  to  this  claim,  the  Plaintiff  proved 
by  affidavits  that  the  Defendant  bad,  on  being  pressed 
by  the  other  creditors  for  payment  of  their  debts,  un- 
dertaken and  agreed  to  postpone  his  own  demand  till 
the  amount  of  their  debts  had  been  satisfied,  thereby 
in  effect  consenting  to  waive  his  right  of  retainer. 

The 
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19S5.  The  Master  disallowed  the  Defendant's  claim,  and 

hanrkig  reported  accotdingly,  an  exception  was  taken  to 
his  report  The  Vice-Chancdlor,  after  argument,  al- 
lowed the  exception,  upon  the  ground  that,  under  a 
decree  for  accounts  framed  as  this  was  in  the  common 
form,  and  directing  the  assets  to  be  applied  in  a  due 
course  of  administration,  the  Master  had  no  audiority 
%Q  go  .into  the  consideration  of  extrinsic  circumstances, 
by  which  the  legal  rights  of  the  Defendant  as  ad  minis* 
trator  might  be  qualified  or  varied.  The  Plaintiff  now 
fippfl^led  from  his  Honor's  order. 

Sir  JV.  Home  and  Mr.  Bethellj  in  support  of  the 
appeal. 

.  The  debt  claimed  by  the  administrator  was  founded 
upon  a  contract  of  the  intestate  to  pay  him  a  certain 
sum  of  money.  '  It  cannot  be  pretended  that,  because 
no  evideoce  is  gone  into  to  disproTe  the  existence  of 
the  Defendant's  debt,  its  validity  is  therefore  admitted. 
The  fact  of  the  Defendant  having,  by  his  answer,  stated 
himself  to  be  a  creditor,  was  not  sufficient  He  was 
still  under  the  necessity  of  proving  his  claim  as  a 
debt  in  the  usual  manner  in  the  Master's  oflBce;  and 
if  he  had  been  an  ordinary  creditor,  and  had  not  also 
united  in  his  person  the  character  of  administrator,  he 
must,  upon  carrying  in  his  charge^  have  proved  it 
as  a  debt  then  due  and  payable;  and  it  would  have 
been  competent  to  the  parties  representing  the  estate 
to  take  issue  upon  the  charge.  One  of  the  incidents 
to  a  due  course  of  administration  is,  the  application 
of  the  right  of  retainer;  but  that  right  is  merely  a  con- 
sequence flowing  from  the  presumption  of  law  that  the 
administrator  shall  be  held  to  have  paid  himsdf,  because 
he  is  incapable  of  suing  himself;  and  as  in  this  case 
there  was  no  evidence  of  the  existence  of  the  debt  till 
the  parties  were  before  the  Master,  any  circumstances 

affecting 
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afibcting  that  debt,  and  the  Remedy  for  it,  each  as  a 
waiver  of  the  right  of  retainer,  might  be  brought  forward     ^' 
in  evidence  at  the  same  time.  p. 

Mr.  Barber^  conird. 

The  Lord  Chancellor.* 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  Vice-Chancelloi^s  judgment 
is  perfectly  correct.  By  the  decree,  as  I  understand  it, 
the  assets  are  to  be  administered  according  to  the  ordi- 
nary course,— the  course  in  which  assets  are  adminis- 
in  a  court  of  equity.  Here,  however,  the  Master  has 
upon  special  grounds  taken  upon  himself  to  depart 
from  that  course.  In  order  to  justify  such  departure, 
there  ought  to  have  been  a  specific  instruction  to  that 
efiect.  It  is  said  there  has  in  this  case  been  a  waiver 
of  the  right  to  retain,  but  the  facts  respecting  that  part 
of  the  case  have  not  been  gone  into,  and  indeed,  in  the 
present  state  of  the  proceedings,  they  could  not  properly 
be  presented  to  the  Court,  which  is  consequently  not  at 
liberty  to  assume  that  there  was  any  waiver. 

On  the  ground,  therefore,  that  the  Master  had  no 
authority  under  the  decree  to  enter  into  the  consider- 
ation of  the  question,  I  must  affirm  the  order  of  his 
Honor  allowing  the  exception. 

*  Lord  Ljfndhurst, 


Vol,  II.  D 
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1834. 

^AprUi^:  ASTON  V.  HERON. 

Ifthcmif.  TAMES  HEATH  LEIGH  was,   in  March  1812, 

officer  of  the  appointed,  bj  an  order  of  the  Court,  the  receiver  of 

ratiM  iu*^^  certain  estates  in  the  county  palatine  of  Chester  g  and  he 

orden^  be-  entered,  about  that  time^  on   the  duties  of  hia  office. 

rabject^ofdTil  "^^^^  Sachus  occupied  part  of  the  estates  as  tenant; 

proceedings  and  in  April  1833,  the  reodver  pat  in  a  distress  for  rent 

tribunal,  the  ^  arreaf  to  the  amount  of  174/.  \0s.    Tbb  was  leviad 

Coui^in  its  without  any  specific  comphunt  or  allegation  of  irr^gu* 

may  either  brity,  and  to  the  amount  of  17 6l.  15s.  3</.,  an  amount 

)!!fi;i~^  r  somewhat  less  than  was  sufficient  to  cover  the  costs  and 
cognuance  of 

the  complaint,  taxes;  and  thereupon  Eachus  commenced  an  action  of 

the^Diatte/to  (^^^P^^  against  the  receirer  and  the  bailiff  who  mada 

be  dealt  with  the  levy.     An  injunction  having  been  obtained  lo  re* 

proceedings;  Strain  the  proceedings  in  this  action,  a  motion  was  now 

but  wherever  mgje  to  discharge  the  order  of  the  Vice- Chancellor  ro- 

tbe  Utle  to  re-  .    .             „      ,  **    _     .  . 

dress  against  fusing  to  dissolve  the  mjunctioo. 

such  officer  is 

founded  on  a 

denial  of  his  Mr.  Knight  and  Mr.  G.  Richards^  for  the  motion. 

authority,  or 

on  an  alleffed 

defect  in  the  Mr.  Pepus  and  Mr.  Booth,  contrd. 

order  which  '^ 

he  has  exe-  ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

cuted,  the  *———•—— 

Court  (which 


alone  is  com-  The  LoRD  CHANCELLOR.                                                                ^prS  IS. 
pNBtent  to  de- 
cide upon  the  I  am  of  opinion,  that,  in  the  circumstances  here  set 

own  orders)*  forth,  his  Honor  could  not  do  otherwise  than  maintain 

is  bound  to  the  injunction  for  the  protection  of  the  receiver,  and  of 

interpose  by 

injunction/  the  Court's  administration. 

and  assume 

exclusiye 

jurisdicdon  It  is  necessary  to  distinguish  this  case  from  some 

matter  of  Others  to  which  it  bears  some  resemblance^  but  from 

complaint  which  it  is  separated  by  essential  di£ferences. 

Where 
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Abton 


Where  a  proceeding  is  b^un  which  qiiesdons  the        }8B4# 
tide  of  the  receiver,  there^  undoubtedly,  the  Court  not 
only  will  restrain  the  further  prosecution  of  the  action,        "'rf 
but  may,  if  it  thitik  fit,  punish  those  by  whom  the       ^^on: 
action  was  brought  without  leave,  as^for  a  cootemp^ 
In  ail  anonymous  case  (a),  where  an  application  waa*    ' 
made  for  liberty  to  defend  an  ejectment  brought  against 
a  receiver,  Mr.  jy^^,  amicus  curicB^  stated  the  general 
understanding  of  the  profession  to  be,  that  no  person 
could  bring  ejectment  without  the  permission  of  the 
Court,  and  that  whoever  did  so  would  be  committed. 
In  fact,  3uch  a  proceeding  is  a  rescinding  of  the  Court's 
appointment.     Thi^  then,  is  clear;  but  it  is  said  not  to 
be  the  present  case,  in  which,  it  is  alleged,  the  receiver's 
title  is  not  disputed ;  and  for  the  present  I  shall  suppose 
that  to  be  so. 

Again,  where  an  irregularity  has  been  committed  in 
executing  the  process  of  the  Court,  if  the  Court  has 
declared  the  execution  irr^ular,  and  discharged  the 
party  from  custody,  nothing  can  be  more  clear  than  that 
he  has  been  illegally  detained,  and  that  he  would  have 
a  right  to  bring  his  action  for  the  false  imprisonment, 
unless  this  Court  interfered  to  prevent  such  a  proceeding. 
This  point  has  been  fully  considered  in  several  cases, 
particularly  in  Fiwmd  -  v»  Lawrsn^e-^  and  afterwards 
by  me  in  Green  v.  WiUcins^  in  the  course  of  the  sittings 
after  Michaelmas  term  18S1.  Lord  Eldon^  as  well  as 
myself  felt  that  it  was  a  strong  jurisdidaon.  For  what, 
indeed,  was  it  but  sajring^-^a  subject  has  been  fiihely 
imprisoned,  and  yet  be  shaU  have  no  remedy  before  a  jury, 
because  the  injury  done  was  conmitled  in  execnting  the 
process  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  ?  The  Court  excludes 
all  other  jurisdiction  in  every  thing  relating  to  its  pro- 

cesss 

(a)  S  Ve».  887.  {h)\J.^  W.  6S8. 

Dd  2 
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laM.  oessi  not  ooly  pre? entiog  nay  other  o9urt  from  jadging 
whether  or  not  its  ordets  were  regular,  but  firom  fst* 
aminiug  into  the  regularity  of  their  execution;  aod not 
only  preyenting  such  examination,  but  sbuttiog  out 
redress  at  any  hands  but  its  own,  where  a  wrang* 
ful  aa  is  admitted  to  have  been  done  under  colour  of 
obeying  its  commands.  It  assumes  to  be  the  only  judge 
of  ail  that  regards  the  issuing  and  the  execution  of  its 
own  orders. 

Whetlier  or  not  it  be  necessary  that  the  Court  should 
enjoy  this  jurisdictiony  and  havo  the  power  of  enforcing 
it,  exclusive  of  all  interference,  even  where  its  orders 
cannot  be  said  to  have  been  obeyed,  but  rather  have 
been  colourably  used  as  a  pretext  for  wrong-doing,  k 
is  now  too  late  to  inquire.  The  question  has  been 
settled  long  ago.  The  case  of  BaUey  v,  Deoereux  {a\ 
and  still  more  that  of  May  v.  Hook{b\  clearly  prove 
that  in  all  cases  of  this  kind  the  Court,  on  the  appli- 
cation of  those  who  are  sued  for  what  they  have  done  in 
executing  its  process,  may  interpose  to  prevent  or  stay 
such  proceedings;  and  in  Frowd  v.  Lenorence^  Lord 
EldoTij  while  he  admitted  the  jurisdiction  to  be  very 
strong  which  prevented  a  party  falsely  imprisoned  from 
appealing  to  a  jury,  nevertheless  felt  that  he  was  not  at 
liberty  to  give  it  up. 

That  these  cases  shew  the  right  to  reside  in  the  Court, 
I  am  quite  ready  to  admit;  but  I  do  not  think  that  they 
go  further.  They  do  not  shew  that  the  Court  must,  in 
all  such  instances,  exercise  the  right.  They  do  not 
limit  its  discretion,  although  they  prove  its  authority. 

Wherever 

(a)  1  Tent.  269.;  stated  from  '  (6)  1  Dick,  619.;  stated  from 
the  Regtatrar's  book,  in  1  /.  4*  the  Registrar's  book,  in  1  •/.  4- 
JF.eso.n.  FT.  ess.  n.    • 
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Wherever  the  title  oF  its  oflBcers,  i^bether  receirew  o^  1^84. 
cOininlttees,  is  disputed,  the  Court  has  no  choice:  ft 
tehnot  Mow  any  proceedings  oF  the  kind  to  go  on 
wUh6tit  abandoning  its  o#n  jurisdiction;  it  roast  re- 
strain a9  of  course,  otherwise  it  permits  its  own  orders 
to  be  rescinded,  and  its  jurisdiction  to  be  questioned— 
ha  orders  to  be  rescinded  indirectly,  and  not  by  the 
superior  court  oF  appeal ;  its  jurisdiction  to  be  questioned 
by  courts  of  inferior  or  co-ordinate  authority.  If,  ibr 
example,  ejectment  could  be  maintained  against  a  re*- 
'ceiver,  and  possession  be  thereby  recovered,  what  would 
this  be,  but  to  enable  the  court  and  jury  to  discharge 
the  order  (or  the  receiver,  or,  what  is  still  more  absurd, 
to  frustrate  that  order  by  preventing  its  execution?  But 
where  the  process  has  been  irregularly,  that  is,  illegally, 
insed, —  where  it  has  been  made  the  pretext  fordoing 
wrong,  no  considerations  either  of  principle  or  of  prac- 
tical convenience  can  require  that  the  Court  should,  in 
every  case,  draw  to  itself  the  examination  oF  the  matter, 
prevent  all  other  tribunals  from  punishing  the  wrong- 
doer, and  exclude  the  injured  party  from  access  to  all 
redress,  save  that  which  its  own  jurisdiction  can  afifbrd. 

Thus,  put  the  case  of  an  excess  committed  in  per- 
forming the  orders  issued.  Suppose  that  the  wrong 
party  has  been  attached  for  a  contempt,  and  hurried  to 
prison  in  despite  of  the  most  satisfactory  assurances,  and 
even  proofs  furnished  on  the  spot,  that  the  officer  was 
mistaken;  or  suppose  him  carried  to  a  wrong  prison, 
to  a  prison  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  and  contrary  to  the 
provisions  of  the  habeas  corpus  act ;  surely  it  would  be 
preposterous  to  contend  that  this  Court  alone  could 
punish  or  redress  wrongs  like  these  —  preposterous  to 
apprehend  any  peril  to  its  jurisdiction — ^puerile  to  imagine 
that  its  dignity  would  sustain  any  diminution  if  the  wrong- 
doer were  left  to  answer  for  his  offence  before  a  jury  of 
D  d  3  his 
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ISSi^  his  countrymeDy  and  that  convenient  tribunal  were  allowecl 
to  award  the  compensation  which  the  suflFefer  should 
receive.  It  is  fit|  and  even  necessary,  that  m  all  such 
cases  the  Court  should  possess  the  power  oP  itself  intei^- 
posing  and  drawing  exclusively  within  its  own  precincts 
the  functions  both  of  penal  and  of  remedial  judicature. 
The  Court  should  have  authority,  alorte  if  it  sees  oc- 
casion, to  perform  the  office  of  punishing  the  wrong-doeir 
and  giving  redress  to  the  injured ;  but  that  it  well  and 
safely  may  share  this  jurisdiction  with  tire  legal  tribunals 
of  the  countiy,  that  it  well  and  safely  tnay  del^ate  to 
them  the  task  of  such  visitation,  I  hold  to  be  alike  clear 
upon  the  reason  of  the  thing,  and  consistent  with  all  the 
analogies  in  which  the  general  doctrine  of  contempt 
abounds. 

Take  the  case,  for  example,  of  other  courts  of  high 
jurisdiction.  If  the  process  of  the  King*s  Bench  has 
been  abused,  false  imprisonment  will  lie  before  the 
Common  Pleas  or  Exchequer,  although  neither  of  these 
Courts  could  direcdy  examine  an  order  made  by  the 
King's  Bench ;  nor  will  the  latter  Court  stop,  indeed  it 
has  no  power  to  stop,  an  action  thus  brought,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  irregularity  was  in  executing  its  process 
— that  no  odier  Court  can  judge  of  what  is  or  is  not  a 
breach  of  its  rules,  and  that  it  alone  can  give  redress  for 
the  injuries  committed  in  its  name.  The  High  Conrt  of 
Parliament,  endowed  with  loftier  functions,  lays  claim 
to  more  ample  privileges ;  the  rather,  because  these  have 
never  been  with  absolute  precision  ascertained.  Where^ 
therefore,  any  thing  has  been  done  in  execution  of  their 
orders,  the  Commons  have  been  frequently  in  the  habit 
of  refusing  to  allow  the  matter  to  come  in  question  before 
any  other  tribunal.  But  they  have  never  held  it  to  be 
obligatory  upon  them  in  all  cases  to  be  the  sole  judges  of 
the  due  execuUon  of  their  own  process.     Nor  have  they 

deemed 
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ffeemed  it  any  abandonment  of  their  rights/or  degrad-  1834. 
fttion  of  their  state,  to  permit  the  conduct  of  persons 
executing  their  orders,  nay,  to  allow  the  extent  of  their 
privileges  themselves  to  become  incidentally  the  subject 
of  examination  in  courts  of  subordinate  jurisdiction. 
The  same  assembly  whiish,  in  the  reign  of  Queen  Anniff 
committed  to  prison  the  counsel  who  argued  a  writ  of 
error  on  a  record  touching  a  right  of  contested  election, 
and  which  half  a  century  later  went  to  the  preposterous 
extremity  (I  speak  it  with  all  reverence)  of  trying,  or 
rather  violendy  asserting  a  right  of  fishing  chimed  by  a 
member,  through  the  medium  of  committing  those  who 
disputed  it  to  the  custody  of  the  serjeant-at-arms,  will 
not  easily  be  suspected  of  too  little  tenacity  in  holdtbg 
by  its  privities,  or  too  scrupulous  a  reluctance  in  sus- 
taining its  dignity ;  and  yet  that  same  body  allowed  all 
the  Courts  of  WeshninsUr  Hall  to  qaestSon  its  right  of 
commitment  a  few  years  ago,  and  I  myself,  albeit  then  a 
member,  was  snflered,  and  with  impunity,  to  argtie 
against  that  right  before  the  other  house  of  Partiament^ 
and  to  treat  the  power  assumed  by  the  Commons  as  an 
illegal  usurpation.  Enough  assuredly  has  been  said  to 
prove  that  the  Court  of  Chancery^  though  clothed  with 
the  undoubted  right  of  preventing  any  other  tribunal 
from  examining  questions  arising  out  of  the  execution 
of  its  orders,  is  not  bound  upon  any  principle  to  exclude 
such  concurrent  jurisdiction  in  every  case,  whatever  be 
the  cirottmstances  that  may  have  attended  it. 

The  two  descriptions  of  cases  to  which  I  have  ad- 
verted—  those  where  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  is 
disputed  directly  by  resistance,  or  indirectly  by  obstruo* 
tion,  and  those  where  complaint  is  only  made  of  the 
irregular  or  oppressive,  and  therefore  illegal  execution 
of  its  unquestioned  decrees — do  neither  of  them  accu- 
rately embrace  the  facts  of  the  present  case,  although 
D  d  4  they 
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1 834«  they  funusb  a  principle  which  exhausts  the  whole  subject 
and  which  therefore  rules  the  present  case,  as  well  as  all 
others.  That  principle  is,  that,  in  the  6rst  class  of  casein 
those  where  the  jurisdiction  is  disputed,  the  C!ourt  has 
no  choice,  but  roust,  at  all  events  and  at  once,  draw  the 
whole  matter  over  to  its  own  cognisance ;  but  that  in  the 
other  class,  where,  admitting  the  Court's  authorityi  re- 
dress is  only  sought  for  irregularity  or  excess  in  the  per* 
formance  of  its  orders,  and,  generally  speaking,  wherever 
the  jurisdiction  is  not  denied  or  resisted,  the  Court  has 
an  indisputable  right  to  assume  the  exclusive  julfs- 
diction,  but  may,  if  it  think  fit,  on  the  circumstances 
being  specially  brought  before  it,  permit  other  courts 
to  proceed  for  punishment  or  redress. 

The  present  case  comes  clearly  within  the  latter  de- 
scription ;  for  although  it  is  not  a  case  where  an  illegal  or 
oppressive  execution  is  complained  of,  it  is  one  where  a 
person  admitting  the  jurisdiction  asserts  a  claim  of  right 
which  interferes  with  the  rights  sought  to  be  exercised 
by  the  receiver,  as  standing  in  the  shoes  of  the  party 
of  whose  estate  the  Court  has  taken  possession.  The 
possession  of  the  receiver  is  the  possession  of  the  Courts 
and  no  one  can  disturb  it  but  through  an  application 
to  the  Court  The  acts  of  the  receiver,  in  the  ad* 
ministradon  of  the  estate,  are  the  acts  of  the  Court; 
and  the  Court  may,  therefore,  if  it  pleases,  prevent 
any  other  jurisdiction  from  questioning  those  acts,  be» 
cause,  strictly  speaking,  that  would  be  to  question  the 
Court's  administrative  proceedings.  Neverthdess,  the 
Court  is  fully  authorised,  on  a  case  being  roade^  to 
leave  the  acts  of  its  receiver  to  be  questioned  elsewhere^ 
for  the  purpose  of  trying  a  right  in  those  for  whom  it 
holds  possession,  just  as  it  is  fully  authorised  to  leave  a 
complaint  of  irregular  or  oppressive  execution  of  its 
orders  to  be  adjudicated  elsewhere,  if  that,  upon  the  facts 

dis- 
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disclosed,  should  appear  to  be  the  preferable  coarse.  In  l6S#. 
the  one  instance,  the  Court  exercises  its  discretion  by  ab-* 
staining  from  taking  cognisance  of  a  wrong  committed  in 
its  name ;  in  the  other,  it  abstains  from  taking  cognisance 
of  a  disputed  right.  In  both  cases  it  may,  if  it  think  fit, 
assert  and  assume  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  matter ; 
but  in  neither  is  it  bound  to  exclude  the  other  tribunals, 
as  it  would  be  where  its  jurisdiction  was  disputed,  or  ita 
authority,  in  any  other  way,  contemned. 

Acting  upon  these  principles,  if  the  facts  of  the  pre^^ 
sent  case  had  disclosed  any  irregularity  in  the  perform- 
ance of  the  receiver's  duty,  or  raised  any  distinct  question 
of  contested  right,  proper  for  the  cognisance  of  the 
conmion  law  courts,  I  should  without  hesitation  have 
permitted  the  action  of  trespass  to  proceed,  had  it 
appeared  more  convenient  that  the  redress  should  be 
sought,  or  the  controversy  determined,  on  the  other  side 
of  the  Hall;  but  I  find  nothing  whatever  in  the 
afiidavits  except  a  vague  and  general  allegation,  that  the 
distress  put  in  by  the  receiver  for  rent  not  denied  to  be 
in  arrear  was  irregularly  and  illegally  levied.  There  is 
no  suggestion  that  this  rent  arrear  is  over-stated,  none 
that  an  excessive  distress  was  taken  —  not  even  a  com- 
plaint, upon  oath,  that  an  over-charge  for  expences  is 
made — <Hily  a  hint  dropped  to  this  effect  in  the  corre-» 
spondence.  The  party,  then,  can  have  no  right  what-* 
ever  to  complain,  if,  having  failed  even  to  state  a  case 
against  the  officers  of  the  Court,  and  in  circumstances 
sworn  to  on  the  other  side,  and  not  denied,  which 
render  his  proceedings  at  law  more  than  suspicious, 
be  should  be  unable  to  obtain  leave  to  prosecute  his 
action.  If  he  has  such  facts  to  state  as  will  incline  the 
Court  either  to  withdraw  the  injunction  and  let  him 
proceed,  or  to  afibrd  him  redress  by  the  intervention 
of  its  own  officers,  and  in  the  exercise  of  its  own  un- 
questioned 
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qtiestbned  atiAorfly»  be  may  oone 
hand.    In  the  mean  time^  hie 
refused  wMi  co6to. 


be 


JwM  5. 

Serriceofa 
vAfona  to 
appear,  and 
of  an  order 
for  a  seques- 
tration Jiw^ 
upon  a  peer, 
at  a  time  when 
hewasbe]jrond 
the  jurisdic- 
tion, by  leav- 
ing them  at 
the  peel's 
town  resi- 
dence, held, 
under  the  cir- 
cumstances, 
to  be  good 
service* 


THOMAS  tj.  Tlie  EARL  ef  JERSEY. 

CVA  the  7th  of  January  1894,  the  Plaintiff  filed  his 
^'^  bill  against  the  Earl  of  Jersey^  and  on  the  16tb  a 
letter  missive,  with  a  copy  of  the  bill,  was  served  on  the 
Defendant  by  being  left  with  one  of  the  Defetldanfs  fe- 
male servants  at  his  town  residence  in  Berkdity  Sfmare^ 
His  Lordship  was  then  abroad,  having  left  Bi^Umd  fcr 
the  Continent  in  the  Naoember  preceding.  On  the  Sd*ef 
February^  a  subpcBna  to  appear  was  sewed'  in  the  same 
way.  On  the  20th  of  Febrtutfy  an  order  nisif  fbr  a 
sequestration  issued,  and,  on  the  9Bth,  inquiiy  was  made 
of  bis  Lordship's  servants  at  bis  house  in  Berkdey  Sqttare 
with  respect  to  his  place  of  residence,  when  it  appeansd 
that  he  was  still  on  the  Continent.  On  the  6d»  of 
March  the  Vice-Chancellor,  on  affidavit  of  these  fects, 
directed  that  service  of  the  order  for  a  sequestration  nisi 
at  the  Defendant's  town  honse  should  be  deemed-  good 
service;  and  on  the  15th  of  April  a  motion  fer  dia- 
charging  the  previous  orders  was  refused  by  his  Honor 
with  costs.  Two  days  afterwards  an-  appearanee  was 
entered  for  the  Earl  of  Jtrsey. 


The  Solicitor-General  and  Mr*  Tennant^  on  behalf  of 
the  Defendant  Lord  Jerseyy  now  moved  that  the  three 
several  orders  of  the  Vice-Chancellor,  of  the  20th  of 
February^  the  .6th  of  March^  and  the  15tb  of  April, 
might  be  discharged. 


For 
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Ibrtlie  iriotbn,  it  ms  st^^^d  tbat  ibe  PlaiiUiff^ad 
Itt  tUr  osa  prdceaded  juot  as  if  Ji.ord  Arsey  had  bee«i 
residing  within  the  jurisdiction;  altboH^  U  vms  pis^- 
fectly  setded,  that  where  a  party  is  bond  fide  resident 
beyond  the  realm,  service  by  leaving  the  writ  at  his 
ordinary  dwelling-house'm  tliis  country,  was  not  good 
service.  If  the  Defendant  was  non-resident,  such  dwell- 
ing-boH^c  ivas  tlot  his  ui^Aal  place  of  abode.  There  was 
not  even  an  allegation  or  pretence  that  Lord  Jersey  went 
•broad  to  avoid  sonnies  • 


,I|0MA8 

The  £arl  of 

JfiaSET. 


Mr.  Boyh  and  Mr*  Stintan^  contra^  sabmittedi  that  in 
detf^ff^Ditiiiig  irbether  a  party  was  to  be  considered  as 
abroad  or  laoC^  the  Court  would  look  into  the  circum- 
alBUcea  of  the  aa^e*  H«re  the  service  was  altogether ' 
T^Iar;  the  qiiestioQ  had  beea  much  discussed  and 
OQDsiddred  in  the  coun  below,  and  precedents  were  di- 
rected IQ  be  soardbied  for  before  the  orders  were  made. 
The  Ofider  for  the  aequestratipn  was  not  absolute,  but 
mm  ovAji  and  according  to  the  authorities  such  seques- 
tmtiQn  did  not  bring  the  party  into  contempt.  It 
was  part  of  the  order  that  it  should  not  be  made  absolute 
except  upon  personal  service ;  SmaUbrooke  v.  Lord  Don^ 
egal'{u).  The  Defendant  had  therefore  nothing  to  com- 
plain of  with  respect  to  the  sequestration  of  his  goods 
and  chattels;  and  in  fact  the  order  was  no  more  than  a 
fonn;operating  as  a  notice  to  the  Defendant,  that  if  he 
did  neC  enter  an  appeanince>  the  sequestration  would  be 
made  absolute :  Lord  Clifford! i  case. {b)  In  The  Attorney*' 
General  v.  Earl  of  Stamford  (c)  an  order  for  a  seques- 
tration nisi^  served  at  the  town  residoace  of  a  peer,  was 
decided  to  be  properly  served,  although  the  peer  usually 
resided,  and  was  then  residing,  at  his  country  seat ;  and 
in  Smallbrooke  v«  Lord  Donegal^  service  of  the  order  nisi 

on 

(tt)  3  An$L  647.  (A)  2  P.  Wmt.  385.  (c)  8  Dkk,  744. 
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IftS^*        on  the  clerk  in  Court  was  held  suflBcient,  the  absolute 

ThomTs       ^^^^^  alone  requiring  personal  service.    It  was  never 

V.  said  or  pretended  that  the  Defendant  did  not  intend  to 

^  jEKwi^^    return ;  the  fact  being  that  he  left  EfigUmd  in  November 

1833,  and  came  home  in  April  last.     If  then  his  house 

m  Berkeley  Spuire  was  to  be  deemed  Iiis  usual  place  |if 

residence,  every  thing  was  regular ;  for  it  was  admituid 

that  service  at  the  usual  place  of  residence  was  good 

service.    The  Defendant,  by  having  since  entered  «a 

appearance,  had  waived  any  objection,  for  it  was  settled 

that  a  subsequent  appearence  cored  every  irregularity 

Anon*  (a),  Bound  v.  tVelbm  (b) 

Tie  Sdicitor-Generalj  in  reply,  observed  that  in  the 
Attomey^General  v.  Earl  (^Stamford  the  Defendant  was 
not  resident  abroad,  but  in  this  country,  and  that  the  case 
in  the  Exchequer  could  be  no  authority  upon  a  question 
as  to  the  practice  of  this  Court.  No  .case  had  been  or 
could  be  produced  in  which  service  at  a  party's  dwelling* 
house  had  been  held  good,  where  the  owner  was  bond 
JUe  residing  out  of  the  jurisdiction.  The  act  of  par*' 
liament  (c),  which,  in  particular  cases,  where  parties  were 
abroad,  gave  effect  to  ceitain  proceedings  in  lieu  of  per* 
sonal  service,  would  have  been  perfectly  superfluous  if 
such  a  practice  as  this  were  allowable ;  for  a  party  who 
absconded  was  put  by  that  statute  in  a  more  favourable 
situation  than  one  who  went  abroad  for  his  health  or 
amusement  would  be  placed  in,  if  the  Vice-Chancellor's 
orders  were  to  be  upheld.  As  then  there  was  no  suf- 
ficient service  of  the  first  order,  that  order  failed,  and  of 
course  the  others,  which  were  founded  upon  it,  failed  also. 


Jtmc  s.  The  Lord  Chancei,lor  refused  the  motion. 

(a)  3  Atic.  567.  (c)  S  G.  2.  c,  25. ;  but  ste  4  & 

(A)  3  Mad.  434.  S  W.  4.  c.82. 
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Lord   ALDBOROUGH  v.  BURTON.  Rolls. 

July  26. 

rpHlS  petition  was  presented  by  the  Plaintiff,  Lord  A  Plaintiff 

Aldborougk^  vfho  was  residing  at  Carlsbad  in  JSo-  and  out  of  the 
hernia;  and  it  prayed  for  tlie  discharge  of  an  order  J^^«j^»<:^^^j^^ 
obtained  by  the  Defendant,  reqniring  the  Plaintiff  to  usual  security 
give  security  to  answer  the  costs  of  the  suit.     The  ^^r  costs, 
ground  upon  which  the  discharge  of  the  order  was 
sought  was,  that  Lord  Aldborough  was  a  peer  of  Ireland^ 
and  exempted,   by  reason  of  his  privilege,  from  the 
brdii^ry  rule,  ^bich  rendered  plaintifis  residing  out  of 
the  jurisdiction  liable  to  give  security  for  costs. 

Mr;  Bicterstethy  who  supported  the  petition,  said  he 
bad  not  been  able  to  find  any  case  in  which  an  order  to 
give  security  for  costs  had  been  discharged  upon  the 
ground  of  the  privilege  claimed  by  the  Plaintiff.  He 
understood,  however,  that  a  case*  had  lately  occurred 
ih  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  before  Lord  I^/ndkurst  and 
the  other  Barons,  in  which  the  Court  had  refused  to 
grant  an  application,  the  object  of  which  was  to  subject 
Lord  Ferrers,  who  was  residing  abroad,  to  give  security 
for  costs.  The  general  rule,  no  doubt,  was,  that  where 
the  plaintiff  was  resident  out  of  the  jurisdiaion,  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  an  order  on  the  plaintiff  to 
give  security  for  costs :  Meliorucchy  v.  Melicrucchtf  (a), 

Gage 

*  The  case  alluded  to  was  The  costs  cannot  be  required  from  a 
JBur/^jPVrrm  ▼.  i{o6tfi#y  where  peer,  though  residing  abroad: 
it  was  ruled,  that  security  for      2  DowL  Pr,  C,  656, 


(a)  8  Fe«.  8en.24. 
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IftMf  (  CU^v.  laOfStqfimiia).  There  were  dto  ^SMM  In 
'  ^i^#d"  ^^I^  {daioflifi  entitled  to  prralcfe^  encb  at*  aimbe^ 
AtiMbttdvint' s^dorg'  eerrants,  Imd  been  ve^niotd^  ewen  after  latmrer,  ' 
g^^^^^  to  gtre  eeoqri^fiir  eostfes  JSerre^  v.  Ai0ii(i),  QMfctm 
v«  jlraier  (c),  .^6ion«  (if)*  On  tbe  otker  hand,  liwre  weto 
ca^ee  in  which  persons  residing  abroad  wereeiienpCMt 
from  the  Si^Mlity  to  give  aeenrily  for  eosta;  as  where 
the  phuntiffi  were  naval  or  military  officen,  or  persona 
otherwise  actually  employed  on  ferrign  serrice*  The 
Phantiff  did  not,  undoabtedly,  oooae  under  the  desor^ 
tion  of  a  person  actaally  employed  on  foreign  service; 
but  he  was  a  peer,  entitled  u>  all  the  privileges  of  an 
English  peer,  except  that  of  sitting  in  Parliament  I^ 
therefore,  an  English  peer  were  exempted  from  the 
liability  to  give  security  for  cost^  the  Plaintiff  was 
equally  entitled  to  that  privilege;  and  the  order  obtained 
by  the  Defendant  ought  to  be  discharged. 

Mr.  PemberUmf  contri. 

There  is  no  authority  on  the  point,  for  this  ob'rioos 

rea8on,-^that  it  is  now,  for  the  irat  time,  attempted  to 

introduce  an  exception  to  the  general  rale.      Lord 

JBfafoa  has  said,  that  the  mle  laid  down  as  to  security  for 

costs  to  be  given   by  plaintifiii  abroad  was  to  be  ooH^ 

sidered  as  a  general  rule,  applying  to  rich  and  poor: 

Ogilvie  V.  Keaf7ie{e).     Where  a  peer,  or  any  other 

person,  is  residing  abroad  upon  the  public  service,  he 

cannot  be  called  upon  to  give  security  for  costs ;  but  if 

a  peer  chooses  to  reside  abroad  for  his  own  pleasure,  he 

is  entitled  to  no  higher  privilege,  in  this  respect,  than 

any  other  plaintiff.    Ambassadors'  servants,  and  other 

persons  having  privilege^  have  been  compelled,  upon 

insti- 

(a)  2  Ves.  sen.  557.  (d)  Mose.  175. 

{b)  1  Eq.  Co.  Ahr.  550.  pi.  4.  {e)  11  Vet.  600. 

(c)  S  P.  Wmt.  452. 


A 
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insUtiitiiig  suits  in  this  Ck>ort»  to  give  secarify  fbr  costs,        1$M»  . 
because  their  privilege  might  otherwise  leave  the  de«         f^-l  ^ 
feodant  reoiediless ;  but  if  such  persoas,  or  if  a  peer,  Ai,9MSPtf«4i ' 
whose  person  is  also  exempted  from  arrest,  go  abroad,      BoTtoh  >- 
is  their  liability  to  give  security  to  be  diminished  because, 
by  removing  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  thqr 
have  increased  the  insecurity  of  the  defendant?    There 
IS  no  instance  in  which  an  exoeption  has  been  made  in 
fiivoar  of  persons  having  privilege^  who  choose  to  go 
abroad ;  and  it  would  be  unjust  to  rdax  the  rule  of  thi 
Court,  which  Lord  ]^don  had  dedared  to  h%  alike 
applicable  to  rich  and  poor,  in  sooh 


The  Mastbe  of  ike  Rc«X8. 

Security  for  costs  is  to  be  given  where  the  plaintiff  is 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  because  the  costs,  in 
such  case^  cannot  be  recovered  by  the  process  of  the 
Court  It  is  true  that  the  Plaintiff  is  exempted,  by 
virtue  of  his  privilege,  from  arrest;  but,  if  he  were 
within  the  jurisdiction,  the  costs  could  be  recovered  by 
other  process.  Where  a  party  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction 
on  public  service,  it  is  not  reasonable  that  he  should  be 
subjected  to  the  burthen  of  security  for  costs.  The 
petition  must  be  dismissed,  but  without  costs,  as  the 
application  is  novel,  and  the  point  raised  by  it  not 
altogether  free  from  obscurity. 
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Rolls. 

1855. 
Feb.  16. 

Where  it 
appears  upon 
the  bill  that 
the  plaintiff 
is  an  officer  in 
his  Majesty's 
service,  and 
out  of  the 
jurisdiction, 
the  defendant 
will  be  en- 
titled to  the 
usual  security 
for  costs, 
unless  it  be 
distinctly 
stated  that 
the  plaintiff 
is  on  actual 
service.    It  is 
not  sufficient 
to  state  that 
the  plaintiff 
is  an  officer  of 
a  particular 
r^ment,  and 
residing  at  a 
particular 
place  out  of 
the  jurisdic- 
tion, although 
the  regiment 
may,  in  fact, 
be  stationed 
at  that  place. 


LILLIE  V.  LLLLIE. 

jyCR.  M'DOUGALL  moted  for  the  dischai^  of  an 
order  obtained  by  the  Defendant  requiring  the 
PlainlifT  to  give  security  for  costs,  on  the  ground  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  an  officer  in  His  Majesty's  service, 
residing  at  C^ifon,  where  his  regiment  wa$  stationed, 
and  that  that  fact  sufficiendy  appeared  upon  the  btll. 
The  motion  was  supported  by  an  affidavit,  stating  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  on  duty  with  his  regiment,  which  was 
stationed  at  Ceylon. 

Mr.  G.  Richards  opposed  the  motion,  on  the  ground 
that  the  Defendant  had  no  noUce,  for  auy  thing  that  ap- 
peared upon  the  bill,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  actually  em- 
ployed on  foreign  Service.  The  bill  stated  that  the 
Plaintiff  was  *'  a  lieutenant  in  his  Majesty's  fifty*eighth 
regiment,  residing  at  Ceylon  in  the  East  Indies.^  There 
was  no  allegation  that  the  fifty-eighth  regiment  was  sta- 
tioned at  Ceylon ,-  that  regiment  might  have  been  stationed 
in  the  West  Indies  while  the  Plaintiff  was  residing  at 
Ceylon  in  the  East  Indies  for  his  own  business  or  plea- 
sure. Unless  the  word  <<  residing  "  could  be  applied  to 
the  regiment,  and  not  to  the  man,  there  was  nothing 
upon  the  statement  to  connect  the  Plaintiff's  residence 
at  Ceylon  with  his  duties  as  an  officer  in  his  Majesty's 
service,  or  to  give  the  Defendant  any  sufficient  notice 
that  the  Plaintiff  was  employed  abroad  in  the  public 
service. 


The 
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TTit  Master  of  the  Rolls.*  1 835. 

The  Court  has  no  judicial  knowledge  oF  the  place  at 
which  a  particular  r^ment  in  his  Majesty's  service 
is  stationed;  nor  was  the  Defendant  bound  to  infer 
from  the  statement  in  the  bill  that  the  Plaintiff's  regi- 
ment was  stationed  at  the  place  where  the  Plaintiff  was 
alleged  to  be  residing.  Where  it  appears  upon  the  bill 
that  a  Plaintiff  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  the  Defendant 
is  entitled  of  course  to  security  for  costs,  unless  circum- 
stances are  distinctly  stated,  which  shew  that  the  Plain- 
tiff is  exempted  from  the  liability  to  give  security.  In 
this  bill  no  such  circumstances  are  distinctly  stated,  and 
the  motion  must,  therefore,  be  refused  with  costs. 

•  Sir  C.  Pepy». 


Vol.  II.  E  o 
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^^4.  WARING  V.  COVENTRY. 

The  estate  of  TfeY  a  settlement  of  the  estates  in  qoestion  in.  this 
«fe  WM   ^'  cause,  the  Defendant,  John  Tkwrlaw  ScoU  Waring^ 

chaiged  with    ^^s,  after  the  death  of  his  father  John  Scoit  Waring^ 

a  sum  of  , 

25.000^  and     tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  children,  subject  to 

thSc^Sat  *  ^®™»   thereby  created,  of   1000  years,  limited  to 

the  life  estate  trustees  upon  trust,  <*  by  sale,   mortgage,   demise,  or 

and  ie^wL  '  ^^^^^  disposition  of  the  premises  therein  comprised,  or 

proTided  that  a  competent  part  thereot  for  all  or  any  period  of  the 

the  S5,000i:  ^            ^                     .t.  ur        I           *    ^         r 

should  not  be  ^^^^  term,  as  soon  as  might  be  after  the  expiration  of 

raised  until  j^^,  y^^,^  f^^^  ^^  j^y  ^f  ^^^  decease  of  the  said  John 

the  expuvtion  ^                               ^ 

of  two  years  ScoU  Waring^  to  levy  and  raise  the  sum  of  25,000/., 

mencement™"  ^*'*^  interest  thereon  at  5  per  cent,  per  annum,  from  the 
of  the  life  day  of  the  decease  of  the  said  John  ScoU  Waring/*  for 
tenant  for  life  certain  purposes  in  the  said  settlement  stated.  The 
failed  to  keep  trustees,  at  different  times  after  the  expiration  of  two 
terest  of  the  years  from  the  death  of  John  ScoU  fVaring^  did,  in  fact, 
2S,oool.,  and  raise,  by  sale  or  mortgage,  a  sum  considerably  exceed- 
raised  on  the  ing  25,000/.,  in  consequence  of  the  Defendant  John 
ttMt^U^the  ^*"'*^  'Sco/^  Waring  not  having  regularly  paid  out  of 
term  created  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estates  the  interest  of  the 
pow  of  the'  25,000/.  Prior  to  the  institution  of  the  suit,  the  De- 
charge,  a  sum  fendant  John  Thurlow  ScoU  Waring  took  the  benefit  of 
exceeding  the   the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act;  and  the  assignees  under  the 

25,000/.    The  insolvency  were  also  made  parties  defendants  to  the  suit. 

persons  en-  .    "^  '^ 

titled  in  re-       The  bill  was  filed  by  the  children  of  the  Defendant 

SStfTwSte  "^^^^  Thurlaw  ScoU  Waring,  who  were  entiUed  in  re- 
have  an  equity  mainder  after  his  death,  for  the  purpose  of  obtabing 
to  recoup 

out  of  the  saOs- 

future  income 

which  shall  accrue  to  the  tenant  for  life»  the  excess  raised  beyond  the  25,000/.,  and 
the  tenant  for  life  having  taken  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  his  as- 
signees are  afiected  by  the  same  equity. 
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satisfaction  oat  of  his  life  estate^  for  the  excess  of  the 
sum  raised  by  sale  or  mortgage  beyond  the  25,0002. 

Mr.  Jacobf  for  the  assignees  of  the  insolvent's  estate, 
contended,  that  the  excess  raised  beyond  the  ^5,0001^ 
in  consequence  of  the  neglect  of  the  tenant  for  lif^  to 
keep  down  the  interest,  constituted  a  personal  debt 
against  John  Thurlaw  Scott  Waring^  proveable  under 
his  insolvency,  and  not  a  lien  upon  his  life-estate. 
That  debt,  however,  was  subject  to  a  deduction  of 
interest  upon  the  25,000/.,  for  the  two  years  succeeding 
the  death  of  John  Scott  Waringy  during  which  time  the 
tenant  for  life  was,  by  the  express  provisions  of  the 
settlement,  entitled  to  the  whole  rents  and  profits  of  the 
settled  estates. 


1894. 

Warixo 

CpvBNTay. 


Mr.  Bickerslefh,  conlrd,  contended,  that  the  sum 
raised  beyoud  the  25,000/.  constituted  a  lien  upon  the 
life*intere$t  of  the  insolvent.  The  argument  on  the 
other  side,  was,  in  reality,  founded  on  the  assumption 
that  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled,  as  against  the  re- 
maindermen, to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
estates  during  the  rest  of  his  life,  though  he  had  de- 
frauded the  persons  entitled  in  remainder  of  so  much  of 
the  rents  and  profits  as  was  equal  to  the  excess  raised 
by  the  trustees  beyond  the  25,000/.  That  was  a  pro- 
position which  could  not  be  maintained:  and  if  that 
proposition  were  untenable,  it  followed  that  the  insol- 
vent's estate  could  not  be  augmented  in  prejudice  of 
the  remaindermen ;  for  the  assignees  could  not  stand  in 
a  better  situation  than  the  insolvent  himself.  As  to  the 
postponement  of  the  time  at  which  the  charge  was  to 
be  raised,  that,  clearly,  could  not  afiect  the  liability  of 
the  tenant  for  life,  to  keep  down  the  whole  interest  from 
the  time  of  the  testator's  death. 


£e  2 


The 
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]8d4>.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  life-interest  of  the  Defendant  John  Thurlam  ScM 
Waring^  was  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  SSyOOCXL, 
and  interest  from  the  death  of  his  fiither.  As  tenant  for 
life,  he  was  bound  to  keep  down  the  interest;  and 
having  taken  from  the  estate  more  than  he  was  entitled 
to^  what  may  hereafter  accrue  to  him,  in  respect  of  his 
life  estate,  must  go  to  reimburse  the  estate  for  the  ex- 
cess of  his  receipts,  and  does  not  form  a  mere  personal 
demand  against  him.  His  assignees  stand  in  the  same 
situation  as  the  Defendant  himself,  and  can  daim  only 
what  he  could  equitably  daim. 

It  appears  to  me  that  it  makes  no  difierenoe  diat  the 
principal  was  not  to  be  nused  until  two  years  after  the 
death  of  the  father.  The  25,000/.  bore  interest  from 
that  death ;  and,  as  tenant  for  life,  the  son  was  bound  to 
keep  down  the  whole  interest 
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KELSALL  V.  KELSALL.  March  i 

npHIS  was  a  creditor's  suit,  which  sought  to  obtain  Where  a 
-■■    payment  of  the  debts  of  the  testator  Isaac  Kdsall,  ^gn^ade 
deceased,  out  of  the  proceeds  of  his  real  estate,  his  agunst  an  in- 
personal  estate  having  proved  insufficient  for  that  pur-  ^nt,  who  put 

pose.     The  Defendants  were  Mary  KelsaU  the  personal  ^"  *®  <^®™- 

.       ■      ,  ,  *C.  ,     T^  ,    „        .   o         ™®"  answer 

representative  of  the  testator,  and  John  KelsaU  an  infant,  by  his  guar- 

who  was  the  testator's  grandson,  devisee,  and  heir  at  law.  **"'  ^  ®  , 

The  infant  Defendant  put  in  the  common  answer  by  is,  that  such 

his  guardian:  the  cause  was  afterwards  heard,  and  a  on  coming  of 

decree  made,  referring  it,  among  other  things,  to  the  age  has  the 

Master  to  take  an  account  of  the  Plaintiff's  debt.     The  puttinfln^a 

Master  made  a  special  report  with  respect  to  the  debt,  new  answer 

to  which  the  Plaintiff  filed  exceptions,  and  those  ex-  ferent  case, 

ceptions  having  been  on  argument  allowed,  the  Defen-  ?nd  of  going 

dant,  Mary  Kelsallj  brought   an   appeal   both  against  in  support  of 

the   original  decree,  and  the  order  allowing   the   ex-      xhTwi- 

ceptions.     The  other  Defendant,  John  KelsaU^  having  in  vi'ege  cfoes 

the  mean  while,  and  subsequently  to  the  last-mentioned  foreclosure 

order,  attained  his  full  age,  a  motion  was  now  made  on  ^°^^'' 

his  behalf,  that  he  might  be  at  liberty  to  put  in  a  new 

and  further  answer  to  the  Plaintiff's  bill,  and  might  be 

allowed  six  weeks'  time  for  that  purpose ;  and  that  such 

answer,  and  any  evidence  which  might  be  gone  into  in 

support  thereof  might  be  set  down  and  might  come  on 

to  be  heard  with  the  appeal,  and  that,  in  the  meantime, 

the  appeal  might  stand  adjourned. 

Mr.  Knight^  and  Mr.  Bolfej  in  support  of  the  motion. 

The  Atiornn/'Generalf  and  Mr  Temple^  contra. 

E  e  3  The 
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18S4.  The  various  grounds  on  which  the  a|^[diGation  was 

sappoiied  and  opposed^  as  well  as  the  authoriues  re- 
ferred to  in  the  course  of  the  afjpunent^  are  folly  stated 
in  the  Lord  Chancdlor's  judgment 


Marok  4«  The  Lord  Chanceixor* 

The  question  raised  upon  this  motion  is,  whether  an 
infant  Defendant  has  a  right,  on  attaining  his  majority, 
to  make  a  new  case  by  answer  and  evidence,  after 
publication  has  passed,  and  a  decree  has  been  made  in 
the  cause.  This  is  a  question  of  some  importance,  and 
certainly  of  rare  occurrence;  although  (and  it  is  one 
of  the  obvious  remarks  that  arise  upon  it),  if  the  right 
be  as  the  motion  assumes,  it  is  difficult  to  understand 
how  the  right  should  not  be  much  more  frequently 
exercised,  seeing  that  the  circumstances  in  which  it 
would  be  competent  to  do  so  are  of  every  day's  occur- 
rence«  I  may  also  observe,  that  I  know  it  to  be  the 
opinion  of  some  eminent  practitioners,  that  the  right  does 
not  exist,  and  that  they  have  been  in  the  habit  of 
advising  parties  appearing  for  infants,  to  proceed  as  if 
no  such  privilege  existed.  It  may  further  be  safely 
said,  that  if  it  does  exist,  no  privilege  can  be  more  fit 
to  be  taken  away;  for  it  is  at  once  hurtful  to  others, 
and  in  the  majority  of  cases  would  prove,  if  resorted 
tO)  injurious  to  the  infants  themselves. 

The  first  objection  which  struck  me  on  tlie  argument, 
and  to  which  I  could  get  no  answer,  was  founded  upon 
the  extraordinary  departure  from  all  the  principles  of 
the  Court  respecting  evidence  which  the  exercise  of 
this  privilege  implies ;  for  the  application  assumes  that, 
after  an  answer  has  been  put  in  and  issue  joined, 
and  evidence  has  been  examined  and  publication  passed, 

and 
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•iid  a '  4ecvee  nUi  made^  m  nev  anvirer  ia  U>  be  aHowed  1 884. 
rat^ga  iMfw  oafte»  and  fcJlowed  by  the  examinatioa  of 
wttiie^at,  and  adduqp  other  pcoob  with  the  (M  ktiow- 
ledge  of  all  that  the  otfaer  viineeses  on  both  sidoi  b#Te 
sworn.  The  infant,  who  may  have  been  twenty  years 
and  eleven  montbstM  ^rlien  bis  fi»iner  case  was  made, 
may  thus  avail  himself  of  all  his  knowledge  of  his  ad- 
versary's case,  keeping  back  as  much  of  bis  own  as  he 
chooses/ while  his  adversary  ooqU  nol  protect  himself 
by  any  snoh  reserve;  becaaso,  had  he  left  his  ease 
lihort,  in  expectation  of  a  new  one  being  made,  the 
infifent  would  have  made  none,  and  ao  dc&ated  him. 
A  door,  t0(h  would  thus  be  opened  to  collusion  between 
Defendants^  against  which  no  Plaintiff  could  secure 
himself.  Various  other  objectiona  suggest  themselves 
the  moment  the  proposition  is  stated,  but  it  is  needless 
to  dwell  upon  them  now. 

On  the  other  side,  observe  to  what  narrow  limits  the 
right  of  shewing  cause  against  a  decree  is  reduced^  if 
some  such  latitude  be  not  given  as  that  which  the 
itiotion  contends  for.  A  decree  against  an  in&nt  ia 
erroneous,  if  it  has  not  the  clause,  ^'  unless  cause  be 
shewn  within  six  months."  Now  this  either  means 
nothing,  or  it  is  intended  to  seoure  the  infant  against 
any  proceeding  taken  to  his  prejudice,  at  a  lime  when 
the  law  supposes  him  to  be  abaent,  or  at  least  not 
present  in  such  a  manner  as  to  be  capable  of  suflBciendy 
defending  his  rights :  and  the  permission  is  of  no  avail 
to  his  protection,  if  he  be  only  allowed  to  shew  for 
cause,  error  on  the  fiice  of  the  decree  or  record.  He 
may  truly  say,  that  to  the  record  he  can  object  nothing; 
that  there  is  equi^  in  the  bill*  and  he  cannot  demur; 
that  the  evidence  supports  the  issues  raised  upon  the 
pleadings,  and  that  the  decree  is  according  to  the 
equities  stated  in  the  bill,  and  proved  by  the  evidence. 
Ee  4  Never* 
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l8]Mv  ^  NdvertbelcB0,  be  may  have  a  case  panmooiit  the  lA^Je^ 
He  may  havE  matter  of  &ct  to  a^er  by  w^r  of  ple^ 
which  will  put  a  abort  end  to  the  whole  anU;  or  be 
may  have  a  caae  to  disclose  t^y  afi8wer»  and  to  support 
by  proof,  which  will  entitle  him  lo  a  decree  in  bis 
favour.  It  is  plain  tba^  unless  an  infeuat  Defendant 
ei\)oy8  the  privilege  in  the  fuU  and  unrestricted  manner 
which  the  motion  claims^  be  cannot  defend  bimSelF 
with  effect,  or  be  enabled  to  regain  whatever  ground 
be  may  have  lost  by  reason  of  bis  temporary  incapacity. 
Not  to  mention  the  fact,  that  if  he  is  allowed  to  impeach 
the  decree  only  for  error,  except  in  the  stay  of  execution 
ami  the  matter  of  costs,  be  enjoys  but  Kttle  advantage 
over  an  adult  Defendant,  who  may  have  an  appeal  or 
rehearing  upon  the  same  grounds. 

Upon  such  reasons,  probably,  the  decisions  have 
proceeded,  which  render  it  now  too  late  to  question  this 
privilege,  however  inconvenient  to  the  administration 
of  justice  its  exercise  may  proves  In  truth,  the  privi- 
lege exists  even  to  a  larger  extent  than  is  claimed  by 
the  present  application.  In(uits  have  been  albwed 
after  answering  once  and  before  attaining  majority,  to 
answer  a  second  time:  and  there  seems  no  limit  to  this 
right  upon  special  circumstances  alleged^  independently 
of  their  right  to  answer  when  they  come  of  age,  without 
shewing  any  spedal  circumstances  at  alL  Nor  is  there 
any  established  exception  to  this  rule,  unless  it  be  in 
foreclosure  suits;  for  the  attempt,  ingeniously  made 
upon  the  argument  in  this  case,  to  extend  that  exception 
to  creditors'  suits,  on  the  ground  of  their  similarity, 
fails  entirely  when  the  precedents  come  to  be  examined. 
This  is  obvious  from  the  CBse,oi  Founiain  v.  Caine{a)9 
which  was  a  creditor's   suit  exactly  like  the  present. 

Sir 

(fl)  1  P.  }V.S(H. 
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Stf  t/bsC^tJd^  «(ter  having  been  furnished  with  a  pre*  ]  SH. 
cedent  in  the  time  of  Ifis  predecessor  (Sir  John  TVeDor) 
saidi  he  understood  the  privilege  to  be  of  course;  and 
he  gi^Ve  as  a  reason,  that  if  the  infant  were  not  per- 
ndtted'  to  answer  anew,  it  would  be  allowing  him  to 
shew  causey  and  at  the  same  lime  tying  up  his  hands 
fr^fitn  (Mtig  wo*  So  Lord  King^  assisted  by  the  Master 
of  the  Rolk,  in  Napier  v«  Loify  J^inghim  (a),  gave  the 
infiinr  Defendamt  leave  to  put  in  a  new  answer;  his 
Honor 'obaerfing,  that  it  was  of  course  and  of  right, 
and  that  he  believed  he  had  granted  it  upon  a  petition 
eaf  parte*  The  reporter  adds^  in  a  note,  that  the  conse* 
qoeoee  i%  the  infant  may  examine  witnesses  anew,  to 
prove  a.  diftrent.defenoe  from  the  one  made  before* 
This  case  was  appealed  to  the  House  of  Lords,  and  the 
judgment  affirmed,  (ft) 

Bermet  v.  Imcc  (e)  is  a  case  that  underwent  great  di8« 
cusaion,  and  upon  which  Lord  Hardvoidce  delivered  one 
of  his  most  elaborate  judgments,  though  I  can  find  no 
trace  of  it  in  his  note  books.  The  decree,  however,  is 
in  the  registrar's  book ;  and  it  is  according  to  the  report 
in  Atkgm^  and  nearly  in  the  words  cited  by  the  editor 
in  his  note*  An  application  had  been  made  in  an  earlier 
stage  of  that  cause  for  leave  to  answer  again,  before  the 
infant  came  of  age;  and  Lord  Hardmicke  seeing  the 
endless  inconvenience  of  such  a  licence  paused  and 
desired  the  matter  to  stand  over.  But  he  afterwards 
upon  full  consideration  granted  the  permission,  holding 
it  to  be  clear  that  after  infants  come  of  age  they  have 
a  right  to  put  in  a  new  answer  and  make  a  better  de- 
fence if  they  can ;  and  also  that  even  before  they  come 
of  age  they  may  have  leave  to  do  so,  upon  special  cir«» 

cumsiances, 

(a)  S  P.  W.  401 .  (c)  8  Atk.  529. 

(*)  4  Bro,  P.  C.  340.  Toml.  ed. 
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cumstances,  as  that  by  delaying  till  majofrity  they  mq^ 
not  be  able  to  make  good  their  case. 

That  case  oi  Bennel  v.  Lee  was  made  the  ground  of 
the  decision  in  Savage  v.  Carroll  (a),  in  which  I  must 
observe  that  the  doctrine  was  carried  two  steps  further 
than  the  authorities  in  strictness  warrant;  firstf  the 
infant  was  allowed,  without  putting  in  a  new  answer,  to 
adduce  new  evidence  which  bad  come  into  his  power 
subsequently  to  the  decree ;  and,  secondly,  he  was  al- 
lowed to  do  so  without  making  out  a  special  case  for  itt 
and  he  being  still  an  infant.  Now  in  Bennett  v.  Lee^ 
Lord  Hardwkke  expressly  says  that  is  not  of  course  but 
only  on  circumstances  specially  shewn;  and  no  cases 
are  to  be  found  in  which  leave  has  been  given  to  examine 
new  witnesses  to  the  former  case  made.  The  leave  given, 
is  to  put  in  a  new  answer  and  support  the  issues  raised 
in  that  answer  and  subject  of  course  (though  this  may 
not  be  stated)  to  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  except  and  also 
to  amend  his  bill;  and  it  does  not  seem  to  be  at  all  an 
unreasonable  restriction  of  the  privilege  that  the  infant 
should  be  precluded  from  bettering  his  proof  of  a  case 
formerly  made,  for,  if  he  was  of  capacity  of  himself  or 
by  his  guardians  to  make  a  case,  he  might  also  have 
proved  it ;  nor  is  there  any  good  ground  for  letting  him 
mend  his  evidence,  at  least  until  he  has  fully  satisfied  the 
Court  that  he  had  been  prevented  by  incapacity  or  other 
circumstances  from  adducing  the  additional  evidence  at 
an  earlier  period. 

That  an  infant  may  be  foreclosed^  and  cannot,  in 
shewing  cause,  travel  into  the  account,  but  only  shew 
error  in  the  decree,  has  been  laid  down  by  many  of  the 
Judges  in  this  Court — by  Lord  Talbot^  Lord  Hardwicke^ 

Lord 
(a)  1  Ba.  ^  Be.  548. 
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I^ord  Jtomli^  and  Lord  ^Eldon  s  Maliack  v.  Oalian  (a),  ^  1B34. 
Bishop  of  Winchester  v.  Beavor  (ft),  and  Williamson  v. 
Gordon  (c).  But  there  is  not  a  vestige  of  authority  for 
extending  this  (which  is  an  exception  to  the  rule)  to  the 
case  of  creditors'  suits;  and  Fountain  ▼•  Catne,  the 
leading  case  upon  the  sulyect,  is  directly  the  other  way. 

The  late  statute  ((/)  does  not  alter  the  law  in  this 
particular.  The  tenth  section  merely  provides,  that  in 
all  actions,  suits»  and  other  proceedings  where  thereto* 
fore  the  parol  might  demur,  the  parol  shall  not  demur 
in  future,  but  such  proceedings  shall  be  carried  on  in 
like  manner  as  suits  and  actions  might  have  been  in 
cases  where  the  parol  did  not  demur.  Now,  the 
privilege  under  discussion  b  not  that  of  having  the 
parol  demur,  whereby  further  prosecution  of  the  suit  is 
stayed,  but  of  letting  in  the  infant  after  the  suit  has  been 
prosecuted  and  a  decree  obtained.  Besides,  the  tenth 
section  of  the  act  is  prospective;  and  this  decree  was 
made  in  February  18S0,  some  months  before  the  passing 
of  the  act.  The  eleventh  section,  enabling  the  Court  to 
compel  conveyances  by  infants,  if  it  affected  the  present 
question,  though  applicable  to  suits  already  commenced, 
is  also  prospective  as  to  the  decree.  The  fact  that  parol 
demurrer  has  been  abolished  by  act  of  parliament  may 
possibly  be  deemed  a  reason  why  courts  of  equity  should 
hereafter  take  away,  or,  at  least,  restrict  the  privilege 
which  they  have  hitherto  allowed  to  infiints,  upon  a  kind 
of  analogy  to  the  advantage  given  them  at  law.  I  say 
a  kind  of  analogy;  for,  here,  the  law  has  not  been 
followed  merely,  but  outstript,  and  the  indulgence  has 
been  in  a  different  direction.  The  privilege  is  much 
larger  in  respect  of  the  kind  of  suits;  and  it  does  not 

stay 

(«)  5  P.  W.  359.  (c)  19  res.  114. 

(*)  3  V€S.  314.  (<0  1  ^*  4.  c.  47.  #.  10. 
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1834*  ^     stay  the  prooeedings,  but  only  prevents  execation  till  atf 
opportunity  of  shewing  cause. 

Upon  the  whole,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the 
infant  is  entided  of  right,  when  he  comes  of  i^ge,  ta 
answer  anew  and  make  a  better  defence^  and  to  support 
that  defence  by  evidence.  I  have  thrown  out  what 
seem  to  me  to  be  the  limits  of  the  privilege  where  it  is 
to  be  exercised  by  a  defendant,  either  while  his  infanqr 
continues,  or  after  he  attains  majority.  But  it  is 
unnecessary  to  determine  these  limits  at  present.  What 
has  now  been  stated  is  sufficient  to  support  the  order  I 
shall  make  for  granting  the  application,  as  far  as  relates 
to  the  leave  to  answer  and  examine  witnesses,  and  the 
time  sought  for  that  purpose.  It  seems  impossible^ 
Jiowever,  that  the  rest  of  the  application  —  that  part  of 
it  which  seeks  to  set  down  the  cause  on  the  new  answer 
and  fresh  evidence,  to  be  heard  with  the  appeal — should 
be  granted  without  further  consideration  and  discussion. 
At  the  very  least,  the  Plainti£P  must  have  liberty  to 
cross-examine  the  new  witnesses;  and  I  hold  it  to  be 
quite  clear  that  he  must  also  have  leave  to  except,  and, 
in  short,  to  proceed,  in  all  respects  as  if  the  suit^  with 
the  exception  of  the  bill,  were  commenced  anew.  The 
answer  already  made,  and  depositions  already  taken 
may  stand;  but  the  parties  must  proceed  on  the  new 
answer,  exactly  as  if  it  had  been  tlie  first. 

This  much  is  clear.  The  precedents  make  no 
mention  of  such  particulars;  but  precedents  must  be 
read  with  understanding,  and  with  a  regard  to  the 
subject  matter,  and  so  as  to  give  them  a  simple  inter* 
pretation.  I  would  gladly  go  further  to  help  the 
Plaintiff;  and  if  I  could  have  found  any  thing  like  a 
precedent  for  letting  him  in  to  examine  witnesses  in 
reply,  after  seeing  the  depositions,  I  should  have  acted 

upon 
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npon  it,  and  applied  it  to  the  purposes  of  substantial 
justice,  the  Defendant  having  now  had  the  benefit  of 
knowing  the  Plaintiff's  case.  At  present,  I  can  only 
make  the  order  to  the  extent  I  have  stated;  and  if  any 
trace  of  a  precedent  can  be  found  in  the  meantime,  I 
shall  be  ready,  after  the  Defendant's  witnesses  have  been 
examined,  to  receive,  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff,  any  ap- 
plication having  for  its  object  to  lessen  or  obviate  the 
injustice  which  may  arise  from  permitting  a  party  to 
mend  his  own  case  after  he  has  seen  his  adversary's.  ^ 


^li8ji_ 


Kelmll 
Kelsall. 


PAIN  V.  SMITH. 

' 

'T^HE  Plaintiff  filed  his  bill  for  the  purpose  of  giving 

effect  to  an   equitable   security  made  by  the  de; 

posit  of  deeds ;  and  the  bill  prayed  a  sale  of  the  estate, 

the  title-deeds  of  which  had  been  deposited. 

Mr.  Biciersiethf  at  the  hearing,  resisted,  on  the  part 
of  the  Defendant)  the  sale  of  the  property  prayed  by 
the  Plaintifi^  and  argued,  that  all  the  Plaintiff  could 
claim  was  a  legal  mortgage.  If,  where,  deeds  were  de- 
posited, and  the  equitable  mortgagee  brought  his  bill  to 
obtain  the  benefit  of  his  security,  the  Court  could  de- 
cree an  immediate  sale,  an  equitable  mortgagee  would 
be  in  a  better  situation  than  a  legal  mortgagee. 


Rolls. 

1833. 
Nov.  S5. 

Where  an 
equitable 
Becurity  Is 
given  by  the 
deposit  of 
deedsy  the 
Plaintifl;  on  a 
bill  brought 
to  eive  tBkd 
to  nit  tecu- 
18  en- 
toa 
decree  for  a 
sale. 


ritv    18 

Utiedi 


Mr.  Pemberton^  for  the  Plaintiff^  contended,  that  from 
the  earliest  period  at  which  equitable  mortgages  were 
recognised,  the  course  of  the  Court  had  been  to  decree 
a  sale.     In  Russel  v.  Russel  (a),  which  established  the 

doctrine 

(a)  1  Bro,  a  C.  869. 
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168S»  doctrine  of  equitable  mortgages.  Lord  Tiwiaw  decreed 
that  the  deposited  lease  should  be  sold,  and  the  pkintiff 
paid  his  money.  Where  there  was  no  agreement  for  a 
]egBl  mortgage,  and  the  only  evidence  of  oontract  be* 
tween  the  parties  was  the  deposit  of  deeds  in  the  handa 
of  the  lender  of  the  money,  the  obyions  inference  was, 
that  the  deposit  was  made,  not  as  a  pledge  for  a  formal 
security,  but  as  a  pledge  for  the  payment  of  the  money. 

The  Masteb  of  the  Rolls. 

If  the  contract  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defend- 
ant had  been,  that  the  deeds  should  be  deposited  as  a 
security  until  a  legal  mortgage  could  be  prepared,  there 
would  be  ground  for  the  argument  of  the  Defendant ; 
but  there  being  here  a  general  equitable  charge  upon 
the  property,  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  sale  for  satis- 
foction  of  that  charge^  and  such  has  been  the  constant 
course  of  the  Court ;  and  the  decree  must  be  accordingly. 
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PARKER  t>.  HOUSEPIELD-  ^^ 

Nov.  St. 
Dec.  8. 

^■iHE  bill  had  b^n  filed  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  an  In  the  decree. 

"*•    equitable  mortgage  by  the  deposit  of  tide-deeds  in  ^J^^^table^ 

the  bands  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  decree,  as  drawn  up  mortgage, 

by  the  registrar,  directed  payment  by  the  Defendant  n^r^or 

of  the  sum  which  should  be  found  due  to  the  Plaintiff  J'^^^  ?*" 

for  principal  and  interest,  within  six  months  after  the  months  to 

Master  should  have  made  his  report.    The  decree  went  ^^^^ 

on  to  direct  a  reconveyance  of  the  mortgaged  pr^tnises  deedi. 
by  the  Ptaintifi^  upon  such  payment  by  the  Defendant 
as  aforesaid,  and  a  foreclosure  in  default  of  payment. 

Mr.  Pemherton  insisted  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  an  immediate  sale  of  the  estate,  the  title-deeds  of 
which  had  been  deposited,  and  he  referred  to  Pain  ▼• 
Smith  (a).  The  registrar  had  treated  the  equitable 
mortgage  as  if  it  had  been  a  legal  mortgage,  directing 
a  reconveyance  upon  payment  of  the  mortgage-money 
and  interest  where  there  had  been  no  conveyance,  and 
there  was,  consequently,  nothing  to  re-convey;  and 
further  directing  a  foreclosure  in  default  of  payment, 
when  the  remedy  to  which  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled 
was  a  sale.  The  period  of  six  months  allowed  for  pay« 
ment  in  the  case  of  a  legal  mortgage,  was  as  inapplicable 
to  an  equitable  mortgage,  as  the  other  directions  respect- 
ing  a  reconveyance  and  foreclosure. 

Mr.  Girdlestone  jun.,  contrdj  contended  that  the  De- 
fendant was  entitled  to  be  allowed  six  months  to  redeem 

the 

(a)  i^npr^  p.4l7. 
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iy^4«  tU  depopitad  d^edai  aid  W  idled  oponlfe  fbrin^  Aib 
pAAuif  ^cree  in  Smith  t.  ^dlsoii(a)  wkidi  wai  ai  bii|  Iby  att 
V.  equitable  mortgfig^  wbere  tbe  Defenddnl-ibM  oidflrcd 

to  pay  wi^bvi  ^  aiontbff»  and  a^nnwdsi  qpoaidiAnlit 

there  wa«  a  iiirtber  order  fcr  a  tole«    ' 

Mr.JPanberiOHy  in  reply. 


HoDBKriEm* 


J)ee.  II,  T^e  Ma8TBR  £^  the  Rous.*^ 

The  question  was,  whether,  in  the  ca^^e  of  an  equit- 
able mortgage  by  a  deposit  of  title-deeds,  the  decree 
ought  to  gire  to  the  mortgagor  six  months  to  redeem,^ 
BB  io  cases  of  legal  mortgages.  To  determine  this,  it  is 
material,  in  the  first  place,  to  consider  in  what  light 
coarts  of  equity  view  such  equitable  mortgages ;  and  it 
appears  that  a  deposit  of  title-deeds  has  always  beei> 
considered  as  an  imperfect  mortgage,  which  the  morU 
gagee  is  entitled  to  have  perfected,  or  rather  as  i^, 
contract  for  a  mortgage,  which,  according  to  the  well- 
known  doctrine  of  courts  of  equity,  would  give  to  the 
party  claiming  the  benefit  of  such  contract  all  such 
rights  as  he  would  be  entitled  to  if  the  contract  had 
been  completed.  Accordingly,  in  the  very  commence- 
ment of  the  doctrine  of  equitable  mortgages,  viz„  in 
the  cases  of  Featherstone  v.  Fenmck^  in  the  year  1784, 
and  Harford  v.  Carpenter  in  the  year  1785,  both  cited 
in  Bussel  v.  Bus$el{b\  we  find  Lord  Thurbm  saying, 
that  a  deposit  of  deeds  entided  the  holder  to  have  a 
mortgage,  and  to  have  his  lien  effectuated.     In  Birch  v. 

Ellam^ 

•  Sir  C.  Pepyi. 


(fi)  Seton*$  Farm  ofDecreesj  p.  180.  (6)  1  Mro^  C  C.  S69. 
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iBKnn€«(a)»  tbe  GWef  Bwronf  df  tbe  Exchequer  say^,  J^^.^^- 
**A  deposit  of  titl^-deeds  as  security  for  a  debt,  is  p^^\^ 
HOW  seltlfid  (^  bd  evidence  of  an  ogreement  to  make  a  ^^  «. 
moiigage,  and  aseb  agreement  is  to  be  carried  into 
execution  by  the  Court"  Tbe  decree  m  that  ease  was, 
that  the  defendant  should  pay,  or  stand  foreclosed  and 
convey.  In  Ea  parte  tVrigU(b)f  Lord  EUon  says, 
that  a  deposit  of  title-deeds  was  evidence  of  an  agree- 
ment for  a  mortgage,  and  that  an  equitable  title  to  a 
mortgage  was,  in  equity,  as  good  as  a  legal  mortgage. 
Such  being  the  light  in  which  courts  of  equity  view 
equitable  mortgages  by  deposit  of  title-deeds,  it  wcmld 
seem. to  follow  that  the  remedy  to  be  afforded  to  such 
mortgagees  should,  as  nearly  as  possible,  correspond 
with  that  to  which  legal  mortgagees  are  entitled;  and, 
accordingly,  from  the  search  which  I  have  directed  to 
be  made  as  to  the  form  of  decrees  upon  such  subjects,  I 
find  that  such  has  been  the  principle  adopted.  In 
NeTDion  v.  Aldous  (c),  the  decree,  which  appears  to  have 
been  penned  by  Lord  Eldon  himself,  was  as  follows ;  — 
**  Declare  that  the  title-deeds  relating  to  the  estate  in 
question,  having  been  deposited  by  the  said  John  Aldous^ 
the  bankrupt,  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  be  considered,  in  this  Court,  as  if  be  was  a 
mortgagee  of  the  premises  therein  comprised,  and  de- 
cree the  same  accordingly,  and  refer  it  to  the  Master 
to  take  an  account  of  what  is  due  for  principal  money 
advanced  on  the  said  deposit,  and  for  interest  thereon, 
and  to  tax  his  costs  of  this  suit.  And  declare  that  such 
principal,  interest,  and  costs,  are  to  be  considered  as  a 
charge  upon  the  said  premises.  And  upon  tbe  defend- 
ant, William  Tollejfy  paying  unto  the  plaintiff,  within  six 
months  after  the  Master  shall  have  made  his  report  at, 

&C., 

{a)  s  Antt,  43S.  (c)  18th  oiJultf  1804. 

{h)  19  V9$.  9SS. 

Vol.  IL  F  f 
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1834.  &c.,  let  the  plaintiff  deliver  up  all  deeds,  &c.  But 
declare  that  in  default,  &c.  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to 
the  said  premises,  free  and  dear  of  all  right,  dtie^ 
interest,  and  equity  of  redemption  o(  as,  and  to  nhe 
same,  and  to  have  an  absolute  reconveyance  thereof 
accordingly.  And  in  that  cose,  let  the  defendant-^ec^te 
such  conveyance  fliereof  to  the  plalintiff,  to  bfe  settled  oy 
the  Master  in  case  the  parties  differ ;  wfth  Hberty  to 
apply,^  8cc,  In  Lavender  v.  Roberts  {a\  Warren  v.  Bett^ 
^^{f>)i  And  Langdcm^.  Witmot{e\  the  decree  was* h 
the  same  ibrm. 

In  Mettx  v.  Feme  {d)^  and  Spring  v.  jOlm  (^),  a  ^e 
was  directed  instead  of  a  forecbsure;  but  in  bodi  the^ 
cases  the  mortgagor  was  allowed  she  months  to  pay  the 
debt.* 

It  appears,  therefore,  that,  vpon  the  only  point  before 
me,  namely,  whether,  in  case  of  an  equitable  mort- 
gage by  deposit  of  title-deeds,  the  mortgagor  isfaall 
be  allowed  six  months  to  redeem,  the  precedents  are 
uniform  in  favour  of  his  being  allowed  that  time ;  and 
that  such  practice  is  strictly  conformable  to  the  prin- 
ciples and  doctrine  of  the  Court  upon  the  subject. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  decree  must  be 
drawn  ap,  giving  the  mortgagor  six  months  to  r^d^em. 

*  In  theae  two  cases  the  de-  er  a  luffident  psrt^  to  be  sold, 
cree  was  as  foUows :  ^  Defead-  ^  Ice.  Money  lo  be  paid  into  tlie 
ant  to  pay  in  six  months  after  Bank.  Further  directions  re- 
report,  and  in  default,  the  estate,  served. 


(a)  S8th  o£June  1806.  (d)  5th  o^  February  1818, 

(A)  10th  o^AprU  1818.  {e)  ISth  i^ February  1830. 

(c)  25th  o£FHruary  18S8. 
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HAREISON  V.  NETTLESHXP  and  FULLER.       „^^ , 

^ov.  19.85. 

^■^HE  Defendant  Fuller  purchased  an  estate  of  NettU'  A  court  of 

•    ship  for  the  sum  of  1452/.|  and  not  having  at  com-  jSJIlc^ctSnto 
mand  m^re  than  half  of  that  sum,  the  Plaintiff,  Harriionj  ^^^^f^  P^^^ 
agreed  to  become  his  surety,  and  gave  three  promissory  judgment  at 
notes  to  the  Defendant,  Netiles/tipf  for  sums  amounting  ^»  where 
together  to  the  remaining  moiety  of  the  purchase-money,  equity  pro- 
The  two  Defendants,  Fuller  and  Nettkship,  afterwards  ^^^^^^ 
had  extensive  dealings  together,  and  the  bill  alleged  equally  avail- 
tha^  in  tfce  course  of  such  dealings,  the  Defendant  Net-  and  in  equity; 
iUshif}  was  at  one  time  indebted  to  Fuller  in  a  larcrer  but  the  plain- 


{UAtp  was  at  one  time  indebted  to  Fuller  in  a  larger  *J»*  the  plaiii 

-         ,  ^    ,  .  .         ,       tiff  must 

sum  than  the  amount  ot  the  promissory  notes  given  by  establish  some 

the  Plaintiff.  special  equit- 

able  ground 
for  relief. 

Fuller  having  become  insolvent,  and  an  action  having 
been  brought  by  NettleAip  against  Harrison^  to  re- 
cover the  amount  of  two  of  the  promissory  notes  which 
remained  unpaid,  the  bill  was  filed  by  Harrison  for 
an  injunction  against  that  action,  and  for  an  account. 
The  common  injunction  for  want  of  answer  had  been 
obtained,  and  upon  the  answer  coming  in,  the  injunc- 
tion was  dissolved  upon  motion  before  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor,  and  tlie  Plaintiff  afterwards  appealed  to  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  who  affirmed  the  Vice-Chancellor's 
decision.  The  action  at  law  was  afterwards  tried,  and 
Harrison  pleaded  a  set-K>ff,  insisting  that  the  balance 
which  he  alleged  to  have  been  at  one  time  due  from 
Netileship  to  Fuller  was  to  be  considered  as  a  satis- 
hction  for  the  notes  on  which  the  action  was  brought ; 
but  his  plea  failed,  and  judgment  was  obtained  against 
him  in  the  action. 

F  f  2  The 
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The  question  raised  in  the  caose  was,  whether  a 
Plaintiff  in  equity,  who  had  pleaded  a  set-off  in  an 
action  at  law,  and  failed,  could  sustain  a  bill,  without  a 
special  equitable  ground^  for  an  account  rdating  ta  the 
same  transactions  in  respect  of  which  he  had  pleaded  a 
set-off. 


Mr.  Bkkersteih  and  Mr.  Barber^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

There  are  many  cases  in  which  a  court  of  equity  will 
relieve  afler  verdict,  as  where  the  plaintiff  at  law  has 
recovered  a  verdict  against  conscience;  and  this  relief 
will  be  granted,  even  where  the  equity,  upon  which  it 
is  claimed,  might  well  have  been  used  as  matter  of  de- 
fence at  law ;  Countess  of  Gainsborough  v.  GtffbreL  (a) 
In  Hankey  v.  Vernon  {b)  it  is  decided,  that  an  admission 
by  the  defendant  in  equity  of  a  material  fact  which  the 
plaintiff  in  equity  failed  to  prove  at  law,  is  a  ground  for 
an  injunction ;  and  it  is  here  admitted  by  Nettleihip^  in 
his  answer,  that  in  the  course  of  the  transactions  between 
him  and  Fuller,  the  balance  in  favour  of  i^uUer  amounted 
to  a  much  larger  sum  than  that  afterwards  claimed  by 
Nettleship  against  the  surety.  In  Chennel  v.  Churchman{c\ 
where  the  defendant  had  put  in  suit  against  good  con- 
science certain  promissory  notes  given  by  the  plaintifi^ 
the  Court  granted  a  perpetual  injunction.  Cf  Connor  v. 
Spaight{d)f  shews  that  the  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  enter- 
tain such  a  bill  as  the  present.  In  that  case,  there  being 
complicated  accounts  between  a  landlord  and  tenant,  and 
the  landlord  having  brought  ejectment,  the  tenant  filed 
his  bill  for  an  account  upon  the  footing  of  the  dealings 
between  him  and  his  landlord.  Judgment  was  given 
for  the  plaintiff  at  law  in  the  action  of  ejectment  shordy 

,    after 
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bAbt  tbe/filing  of  the  bill ;  but  Lord  JBedesdak  thought       1BS3. 
the  platetiff's  case  a  proper  case  for  equitable  relief. 

Mr, Pembertonand  Mr. Koe^ contra. 

All  the  cases  cited  turn  upon  the  circumstance,  that 
there  was  some  special  ground  for  equitable  relief;  and 
here  there  is  no  special  ground,  (y  Connor  v.  Spaight 
has  some  analogy  to  the  case  before  the  Court  in  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  bill  was  filed;  but  in 
that  case  no  set*ofF  was  pleaded  in  the  action  at  Iaw» 
and  the  judgment  was  given  by  consent.  Unless  the 
Plaintiff  can  shew  some  special  ground  for  relief,  the 
Court  will  not  interfere  against  the  verdict  at  law.  The 
Plaintiff  had  abundant  opportunity  before  the  trial  at 
law  to  establish  his  equity,  if  he  had  any  ;  but  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  were  both  of 
opinion,  that  there  was  no  ground  for  continuing  the 
injunction.  The  case,  therefore,  is  wholly  distinguish* 
able  from  those  in  which  relief  has  been  granted,  upon 
some  special  equitable  ground,  against  a  judgment  at 
law* 

Tke  Master  rfthe  Roixs. 

A  court  of  equity  has  no  jurisdiction  to  relieve  a  plain- 
tiff against  a  judgment  at  law,  where  the  case  in  equity 
proceeds  upon  a  ground  equally  available  at  law  and  in 
equity,  unless  the  plaintiff  can  establish  some  special 
equitable  ground  for  relief.  In  the  case  of  the  Countess  of 
Gainsborotigk  v.  Giffbrd^  the  defendant  admitted  in  his 
answer  that  he  had  recovered  from  the  plaintiff  a  larger 
sum  than  was  in  conscience  due  to  him.  In  Hanky  v. 
Vernon  (a),  the  plaintiff  alleged  that  he  had,  since  the 
judgment  obtained  against  him  by  the  assignee  of  the 

bankrupt 

(a)  3  Bro,  C.  C,  313. 
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183010       bankrupt  Mrs.  Tyler,  diKovered  tlMit  put  of  tli«  vioaej 
j][][^]|^^      which  he  bad  advanced  to  Mrs.  Tyler  aobaeqneBt  to 
o.  her  bankruptcy,  and  the  recovery  of  which  was  the 

subject  of  the  action  broaght  by  tha  aa^gwe^  bad  been 
applied  by  her  in  payment  of  creditors,  in  whose  place 
he  was  entitled  to  stand  against  the  estate  of  Mrs. 
Tyler ;  but  his  claim  failed,  and  hFs  bill  was  dismissicL 
In  CfCannor  v.  Spaighif  the  defendant  had  obtained 
judgment  in  ejectment,  in  respect  of  a  clause  of  re-entry 
upon  non-payment  of  rent;  and  the  bill  alleged  that 
there  had  been  many  dealings  between  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant,  which  were  the  proper  subject  of  an 
account  in  equity,  and  from  which  account  it  would  ap- 
pear, that,  at  the  time  of  the  judgment,  there  was  a 
balance  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  more 
than  equal  to  the  rent  in  arrean  These  cases,  therefore, 
are  no  authorities  in  support  of  the  decree  now  sought 
by  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  bill,  which  has  been  brought  to 
a  hearing  in  opposition  to  the  former  judgments  of  die 
Vice-Chancellor  and  the  Lord  Chancellor,  must  be  dis- 
missed with  casts. 


CASE^  IN  CHANCEBY. 


ANDERSON  w.  ANDERSQN,#  ^^^"^-^ 

JuiyS.' 

IBM. 

T^HE  will  qS  Squire  Knighl,  dated  the  Slst  of  No-       Nov.iB. 

^    nmher  ia06y  contained  the  following  bequest: —  A  testator 

**  X  fiuiher  wy,.  after  ray  death,  I  leave  to  my  daughter,  j^^holdpro- 

J)ffnci  Kmg^  P  lendebold  bouae»  being  No.  23.,  situate  P^J  to  his 

in  Brunswick  Street,  and  another  leasehold  house,  being  her  own'tfnd 

N04  6.,  situate  in  the  Green  Walk,  both  in  the  parish  of  ^}^  ««€,{«« 

of  control  of 
,Ciwt.  Chwrch,  in  the  county  01  Surrey,  to  take  the  rents  any  present 

thereof  for  the  whole  terra  of  the  leases,  for  her  own  a"**hMba^ d 

and  sole  use,  free  of  control  of  any  present  husband,  or  to  come.  The 

iny  husband  to  come;  the  said   Diatia  KnigJa,  my  uH^^l^" 

dcl^ghter,  to  keep  good   the  payment  of  the  ground  tliedatcof 

rentt  or  any  thing  else  that  concerns  the  leases.''    And  at  the  d'eath 

the  testator  appointed  his  wife,   Diana  Knight,  sole  of  the  testator. 

^..       .,1  She  mamed 

executrix  of  his  wilL  without  a 

settlement, 
and,  having 
The  testator  died  on  the  25th  of  December  1808,  and  shortly  after- 

his  will  was  duly  proved  by  Diana  Knight,  his  widow.  rated*from'her 

Diana  Knight,  the  daughter,  by  virtue  of  tlie  above  husband,  she 

stated  bequest,  and  of  the  assent  of  her  mother,  the  against  him, 

executrix  to  that  bequest,  shortly  after  the  death  of  the  claiming  to  be 
,    .  /  entitled  to  the 

testator,  entered  into  possession  of  the  two  leasehold  leasehold  pro 

messuages,  and  she  furnished  and  occupied  the  house  gu^^heil  t 

in  Brunsmck  Street  for  her  own  use,  and  let  the  other  her  separate 
*.    -.  I  *  use:  Held, 

to  a  tenant  at  a  yearly  rent.  ^3t  g^e  ^n 

On   ^  entitled ; 
and  a  convey- 

*  Mr.  SUnman  having  com-  of  its  application  to  the  import*  piajnttfl  to  her 

monicated  his  briefs  in  this  case  ant  subject  recently  discussed  in  sole  and  se- 

to  the  reporters,  it  has  been  oon-  Mmaey  v.  Parker,   fVoodmetton  parate  use,  was 

ndered  expedient  to  publish  the  v.  fVaiker,  &c.  directed  ac- 

*  .!.•  *i        •  cordmgly, 
case  at  this  time,  m  consequence  ^  ^ 
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1^2^*  On  the  4th  of  November  1817,  Diaw,JMtht  the 

^Tp^^  younger  intermarried  with  the  Defendant,  Tk9ma$. 
V.  '*  Anderson^  who  was  a  journeyman  tin-manuiiu3jl^iserft. 
AvmnoHf  possessed  of  no  property;  and  no  settlement  was  made 
made  upon  their  marriage.  Thomas  u4M^40fi»  .Hfter 
the  marriaget  resided  with  his  wife  in  the  howse .  Ux 
Brunsfmck  Street^  until  the  20th  of  December  WMi 
when,  some  previous  dbputes  havii^  takei^. placid  be- 
tween him  and  his  wife^  respectii^  the'letti(if|^.4ff  4he. 
house  in  Brtmsmck  Street^  and  their  neqf^av^lfto  a  lo<%v 
ing,  Anderson  took  away  the  whole  of  the  furoitiii'^  hotst 
the  house,  and  let  a  tenant  into  possession  of  Its  ^"^ 
his  wife  went  to  the  house  of  her  mother,  And  from  tfaiift 
time  lived  separate  from  her  husband* 

The  bill  was  filed  on  the  SOth  of  Ajnil  1821,  in 
behalf  of  Diana  Anderson^  by  her  next'  frieAd,'  against 
Iier' husband,  the  Defendant;  and,  after  stating  the  above 
mentioned  circumstances,  it  proceeded  to  ^lege,  that  the 
Defendant  had,  ever  since  he  turned  her  out  of  pos- 
session of  the  house  In  Brunswick  Street,  received  the 
rents,'  as  well  of  that  house  as  of  the  other  leasehold 
messuage,  from  the  tenants  who  were  in  the  occupation 
thereof;  and  it  charged,  that  the  Defendant  had,  on 
various'  Occasions,  threatened  to  oblige  the  Plaintiff  to 
give  np  her  separate  property,  and  had  threatened  her 
whh  personal  violence,  and  resorted  to  measures  of 
force  and  constraint,  In  order  to  compel  her  so  to  do. 
The  biir  further  charged,  that  the  Defendant  had  re- 
fused to  maintain  the  Plaintiff  and  her  infant  child,  and 
it  prayed  an  account  against  the  Defendant  of  the  rents 
received  by  him  in  respect  of  the  two  leasehold  mes^ 
suages,  and  that  the  Defendant  might  be  decreed  to 
assign  the  said  leasehold  messuage  to  a  trustee  for  the 
sole  and  separate  use  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  he  migflt 
be  restrained  by  injunction  from  receiving  the  rents,  or' 

from 
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Mkn  Dtl^fWrae  iflieniieddlihg  vnth;  or  interrupting  and 
4iiCtiftmig>'dit3'PIbimiiFifi  the  enjoyment  of  her  separate 

i>The  Defendant  |yflii«  answer  stated,  that,  previously 
W  hiy mktrkge  with  ih€  l^latntlff;  and  after  th^  banns 
bad  been  pifU(Aed,  the  Plamtiff  proposed  to  him  to 
eMcu€€^'a  aeltlemeat  ofthe  leasehold  property  in  question, 
i»'6rder^thdt  the  tattle  mij^rht  be  settled  to  her  separate 
userthut  he  positively  refused,  both  at  that'  time,  and 
nfterimrd^  iil  the  presence  of  the  PiaintifTs  brother,  to 
chceeute  any  such  settlement;  and  that  on  the  25th  of 
Sqpi^smbtr  previous  to  his  niarriage  with  the  Plaintiff, 
be  wrote  and  sent  a  letter  to  her  to  the  following 
efifisct:  — 

/' Miss  Duinff, 

**  I  have  taken  our  business  into  consideration^ 
and  have  to  inform  ypu,  respecting  the  houses,  I  shall 
not  sign  any  thing  about  them.  If  you  cannpt  trust 
me^  with  the  houses,  I  think  you  would  be  to  blame  to 
trust  yourself.  I  think  it  is  averse  to  reason;  I  think 
it  makes  a  man  look  submissive,  and  a  woman  tyrannical 
for  to  take  upon  herself  the  management  of  houses  when 
she  has  a  husband.  I  should  not  have  the  least  ob- 
jection for  ypu  to  have  the  20/.  or  25L  per  annum 
arising  from  the  factory.  If  this  does  not  meet  ygur 
approbation,  the  business  will  here  end.  You  will  then 
please  to  inform  me  respecting  my  goods,  what  you 
intend  to  keep;,  if  you  have  not  got  the  money  at  pre* 
sent,  pay  me  for  them  in  two  or  three  weeks,  for  it  i^ 
my  intention  to  settle  the  business  one  way  or  the  other. 
An  answer  will  greatly  oblige  your  humble  servant, 

"  Thomas  Anderson" 

1%e  St^fen^nt's  answer  went  on  to  state  that,  after, 
tbe  deHn^ry  of  tbe  letter,  which  was  on  the  8th  of  October^ 

the 
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the  Defendant  received  a  message  from  the  Plaintifl^  i^ 
fivmiog  hinx  that  she  would  marry  him^  without  any 
settlement  of  her  property,  if  he  would  promise  not  to 
sell  the  houses ;  which  promise  he  afterwards  made  to 
the  PlaintiK  and  had  not  attempted  to  depart  from. 
The  I>efendaiit  Further  stated,  that  it  was  fully  under* 
stood  and  agreed  between  him  and  the  Plaintiff,  pre* 
viously.to  their  marriage,  that  the  Plaintiff  gave  up  all 
daim  or.ngbt  to  have  the  property  in  question  settled 
or  secured  to  her  separate  use,  and  that  he  married  the 
Plaintiff  upon  the  faith  of  such  agreement,  and  in  the 
fiill  confidence  and  assurance  that  by  the  marriage  he 
would  become  entitled  to  the  said  property,  and  that  the 
same  would  be  and  remain  at  his  disposal*  The  De- 
fendant further  stated,  that,  being  desirous  of  leaving  the 
house  in  Brunswick  Street,  for  the  sake  of  economy  and 
convenience,  he  had  let  the  same,  with  the  consent  of  the 
Plaintiff,  and  taken  apartments,  suited  to  their  circpm- 
stances  in  life ;  but  that  the  Plaintiff  had  iffterwards 
refused  to  quit  the  house,  and  behaved  with  great 
violence;  and  he  admitted  that  he  had»  under  these 
circumstances,  removed  the  furniture  from  the  bouse* 
He  denied,  however,  the  ill-treatment  and  tbrei^ 
chai^  in  the  bill;  admitted  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
left  the  house  in  Brutmokk  Street  at  the  time  mentioocd, 
and  had  ever  since  continued  to  live  apart  fnon  him;  but 
affirmed  that  such  removal  was  voluntary  and  withoot 
just  reason,  and  notwithstanding  his  frequent  remoD- 
strances  and  entreaties  to  the  Plaintiff  to  return  to  him; 
and  he  submitted  that  he  was  not  bound  to  acoount  Ibr 
the  rents  received,  and  that  he  was  by  his  marrii^  en- 
titled to  the  leasehold  property  in  question. 

On  the  32d  of  June  1821,  before  the  De&ndsnt  put 
in  his  answer,  a  motion  was  made  bebre  the  Yioe-Cban- 
cellor  (Sir  Jokn  Leaeh)  tot  an  iiffoncdoa  to  nstraia  the 

Defendant 
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Defendant  from  receiving  or  attempting  tk>  receive  the  iVtii 
rents  and  profits  of  the  leasehold  premises  mentioned  in 
the  pleadings,  and  from  otlierwrn  intermeddlrng  with 
the  said  leasehold  premises^  the  rents  and  profits  thereof 
or  with  any  part  of  the  separate  property  or  estate  of  the 
Plaintifl^  and  from  intermpting  or  distnrbing  ber  ki  the 
enjdyment  of  the  said  separate  property.  The  affldavit% 
filed  in  support  of  the  motion  by  the  Piaintifl^  were 
answered  by  affidavits  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant* 
These  affidavits  related  chiefly  to  charges  of  lll-trtat<- 
ment  made  by  the  Plaintiff  against  the  Defendant,  and 
to  charges  of  violent  conduct  imputed  by  the  Defendant 
to  the  Plaintiff,  and  were  not  relied  upon  in  the  argii^ 
nient,  which  turned  entirely  upon  the  question  of  law. 

Mr.  Sideboiiomf  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Mr*  Heald  and  Mr.  Blenman^  contra. 

A  gill  to  the  separate  use  of  an  unmarried  woman  ia 
inaensible,  so  far  as  the  attempt  to  limit  her  modeof  eii« 
joying,  or  her  power  of  disposing  of  the  gift  is  concerned  j 
but  even  if  any  effect  could  be  given  to  the  intend^ 
restraint  in  a  gift  to  the  separate  use  of  an  unmarried 
woman,  the  Plaintiff  has,  by  an  express  agreement  pre- 
vious to  bcr  marriage,  waived  all  claim  to  the  separate 
enjoyment  of  the  property  in  question ;  and  she  cannot 
call  upon  a  court  of  equity  to  give  her  a  benefit  which  she 
has  waived  in  consideration  of  marriage.  Under  the  will 
of  her  father  she  took  an  absolute  interest  in  the  property. 
The  attempt  to  prescribe  the  mode  of  enjoying  the  pro- 
perty by  limiting  it  to  her  sole  and  separate  use  gave  her 
no  interest  which  she  might  not  have  secured  for  herself; 
and  imposed  no  obligation  upon  her  to  enjoy  the  pro- 
perty in  a  particular  manner,  but  most  be  regarded  as 
wholly  inoperative   Even  married  women  are  considered 
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tgH.  mB'firm96le$  with  mpeet  to  tk«ir  s€f)arate  estafei  and 
4nA^  iE  4)i8y  thiluk  proptry  aecordtng  to  the  dedsiod  ia 
Pybus  Y.  Smith  {a)j  and  the  cases- wiiieh  preceded  % 
dispose  of  their  separate  property  to  their  husbandsb 
It  can  never  be  heldi  therefore^  that  aa  unmanried 
#cMiiBii^  who  is  SKI  juriSj  'has  a  more  limited  powel-  of 
dispoaiiig  of  properly  given  to  h«r  than  a  married 
woman.  There  is  no  ease  in  wbieh  the  Cburt  hai 
directed  property  given  to  a  woman  mi  juris  to  he 
settled' to  her  separate  use  itfter  her  marriBge>  no  agreed 
ment  fer  a  settlement  having  been  made  previously  to 
tile  marriage*  if  the  wife  were  to  prevail  in  this  case^ 
tlie  settlement  of  the  property  to  her  separate  nse  would 
be  a  positive  fraod  upon  the  hasband*  A  secret  convey«^ 
aaee  of  property,  made  by  a  woman  pending  a  treaty  of 
marriage,  is  fraudulent  and  void  against  the  intended 
husband,  if  the  marriage  take'  effect.  How,  therefore, 
can  the  Court  direct  an  assignment  to  be  made  which  it 
would  set  aside  if  made  by  the  wife  herself,  pending 
the  treaty  of  marriage,  as  a  fraud  upon  the  marital 
right?  At  all  events,  this  is  not  a  case  in  which  the 
Court  will  interfere  to  restrain  the  Defendant  by  an 
interlocutory  order. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  granted  the  injunction  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  of  the  notice  of  motion. 

On  the  5th  of  JuJ^  following,  a  motion  was  made 
before  Lord  Eldon  to  discharge  the  order  for  the  in- 
junction; the  same  arguments  were  again  urged  on 
behalf  of  the  Defendant,  and  Lord  Eldon  refused  the 
motion  with  costs. 

The 

(a)  S  Bro,  C.  C  340. 
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The  Plaintiff  «fiefw«rds  moved  for  an  ovder-  for  « 
receiver  gf  the  rents  of  ihe  lcfaehiAdhaim$i  md  ft 
Receiver  w#a  ^pp^nted. 

The  c^se  came  oq  to  be  heard  before  BixMinLeask 
ign  the  IG^xX.Noomber  1823,  when  \m  Honor  decreed^ 
-itbait  it  be  referred  to  the  Master  ta  approve  of*  pvoper 
person  to  be  trustee  of  the  leasehold  premises  in 
qees^ioo,  to  tbe  sole  and  separate  use  of.  the  ¥lakilifl> 
and  that  all  proper  parties  should  join  in  assigailig  ibe 
preiTuseS'to  such  tr-ustee  when  appointed ;  the  injoneiioii 
•and  receiver  to  be  conlinjied  in  the  mean  tinier  And  an 
aooount  was. directed  of  tbe  rents  and  profits  ^received  by 
the  Defendant,  from  the  time  when  the  Plaintiff  served 
'the  tenants  with  notices  not  to  paj  tbe  rents  to  the 
Defendant. 
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^^^;  PAUL  V.  HEWETSON. 

Feb.  16. 

A  ^»t»'^»'  JOHN  HEWETSON  bequeathed  8000/.  3  per  cent. 

8000/.  coDsoli  conttolft  to  truslees,   opoo    trust  to  pay  60/.  p^ 

to  tructea,  juniUB^  \mnft  the  interest  of  20001^  to  each  of  hU  fixir 

upon  trust  to  '          •*                                                         •               ■    . 

pay  the  in-  «bugkfecr%   "  for  their  own  private  use^  during  tiieir 

^Si^terS^to  ^<^tcu«l  lives,  independent  and  without  the  let  or  hindep- 

her  separate  g/ae^  of  any  Other  peoKXH  the  |»rincipal  lo  go  to  their 

Ufe;  tbe'prin^  heirs,  or  to  any  other  they  might  choose  to  will  it  lo." 
cipal  to  go  to 

any  other  she  After  the-deatfa  of  the  tesitator,  Smanna,  one  of  his  four 

SSllifto!" .  daughters,  married  JoAnPtfii^  the  father  of  the  PUinlif, 

married,  and,  WilUam  Wight  Paul,  who  was  the  eldest  son  of  John  Paul 

In  the  Scotch  ^J  ^  former  marriage.   By  a  settlement  dated  the  20th  of 

form,  and  Janiiory  1813,  made  previously  to  the  marriage  of  John 

ScoUand,  re-  P^^  ^^  Susanna  Hewetson^  the  sum  of  5000/.  3  per 

citing  the  will,  ^^q^  consols,   beine  part  of  the  fortune  of  Susanna 

the  granted  ^^                               ", '^                     ^       .      .        ^       ^   , 

and  assigned  Hewetson^  was  settled  upon  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the 

'^'nMb^^m  intended  husband  and  wife,  and  the  issue  of  the  mar- 

and  after  her  riage;  and  in  the  event  of  failure  of  issue,  a  power  of 

and^favour  appointing  the  same  was  given  to  Susanna  Hewetson; 

of  her  hns-  and  it  was  declared  and  agreed  between  John  Paul  and 

son  by  a  Susanna  Hewetson^  that  the  settlement  thereby  made  was 

former  mar-  ^^^  intended  to  alter  or  aflPect  the  trusts  of  the  sum  of 

nage  •  rieldf 

that  the  words  2000/.  3  per  cent  consols,  which  Susamia  Hexpelson  was 

"  to  will  it.|'  eutj^ed  to  under  the  will  of  her  father, 

meant  to  dis-  , 
pose  of  it 

Slar?hc*dls-  The  marriage  took  effect  immediately  after  the  date 
position  ofihe  of  the  setdement,  and  by  a  deed  in  the  Scotch  form, 

deed  in  the  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  October  18  IS,  executed  by  Susanna  Paul 

Scouh  form  /]^|.,  p^u/  and  his  wife  beincr  then  resident  in  Scotland* 

was  not  a  . 

valid  eze-  where  the  deed  was  made),  Susantia  Paul  did,  after  re- 

cution  of  the  ^^^ 


Hbwstioi^ 
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citing  the  will  of  her  father  and  her  marriage  settlement,  ISIf  • 
and  stating  that  she  had  resoWed  to  exercise  the  power  '  p-*' 
of  disposing  of  the  said  sum  of  200(tf.  consolidated  bank  ^^  «. 
annuities,  given  to  her  by  the  said  will,  and  also  to  ex« 
ercise  the  power  of  disposing  of  the  said  sum  of  SOOOf* 
consolidated  bank  annuities,  in  the  event  of  the  failare 
of  issue -of  the  marriage  between  the  saSd  V/o)bi  Pati  a^d 
her,  given  by  (he  said  deed  df  settlement^  thereby  give, 
grants  assign,  and  convey,  from  and  after  4ierdclith,  tb 
and  in  ikvour  of  the  said  JyhH  PttiU,  her  htfsband.  In 
lifc-t^t,  Ifttid  the  Plaintiff  tfaeriein  destrSbed  bs  the  eMest 
son  of  the  said  Jbkn  Paul^  procreated  of  the  marriage 
bet#een  him  and  Margaret  Wight,  his  ficst  wife^  and  this 
heirs  of  his  body ;  whom  &iling,  to  the  children  to  be 
procreated  of  the  marriage  between  her  the  said  Susanna 
Heaetsbn  or  Patd^  and  the  said  John  Paid,  in  sdch  pro- 
portions as  the  said  John  Paul  or  she,  the  said  Susanna 
Hewetsofi  or  Paul,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  should  ap- 
point by  a  writing  under  their  hand ;  and  failing  thereof 
to  the  said  children,  equally  among  them,  share  and 
share  alike,  and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies ;  whom  failmg, 
to  the  said  John  Paul,  his  heirs  or  assigns  whomsoever 
in  fee,  the  said  sum  of  2000/.  3  per  cenL  consolidated 
bank  annuities,  given  to  her  under  the  will  of  her  fether. . 

Susanna  Paul  died,  without  havmg  had  a  child,  in 
September  I817»  leaving  her  husband,  John  Paul,  sur- 
viving her;  and  John  Paul  died  in  February  ldl9« 
The  bill  was  filed  by  William  Wight  Paul  against  the 
next  of  kin  of  Susanna  Patdi  and  it  prayed  a  declaration 
that,  upon  the  death  of  John  Paul,  the  Plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  the  2000/.  3  per  cent  consols,  under  the  deed 
of  the  5th  of  October  1813. 

TAr.  Bickersfeth  and  Mr.  Wigram,  for  the  Plaintiff. 

The 
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^^S|8t  The  words  '<  to  go  to  her  heirs  or  any  other  person 

^^^^  *he  might  choose  to  will  it  to,"  gave  Mrs.  Paul  an 

9.  absolute  power  of  directing  to  what  persons  the  priadpal 

)lB»iiMK.  5l,^^l^l  jp  ^ftgr  jjgr  j^^h.    The  word  xmil  docs  not 

pecessarily  mean  to  give  by  testament;  it  may  hftv^ 
referebce  to'  any  other  mode  of  exercising  her  vo1iti(|i9 
>  &s  well  as  to  a  disposition  by  testament;  and  the  dis- 
position which  slie  made  by  a  deed  in  the  Scotch  form, 
'  which  was,  indeed,  in  the  nature  of  a  testament,  was  a 
good  execution  of  her  power.  The  words  in  the  deed^ 
^'  firom  and  after  her  dteth,  to  and  in  favour  oX  John 
Paul/^  &c.,  are  sufficient  to  constitute  a  testamentary 
instrument,  supposing  the  execution  \>y  will  to  have 
been  indispensable. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Teed^  for  the  next  of  kin. 

This  is  an  express  limitation  to  Mrs.  Pari  of  a  life- 
interest  in  the  fund  to  her  separate  use,  the  fund  itself 
being  given,  after  her  decease,  to  her  heirs.  The  word 
<<  heirs  **  must  be  taken  to  mean  her  children  or  next 
of  kin.  It  is  dear  that  the  testator,  who  limits  this 
property  to  her  separate  use  during  her  life,  and  ex- 
pressly designates  her  heirs  as  the  objects  of  his  bounty, 
could  never  have  intended  that  she  should  have  the 
power  of  disposing  of  it  to  the  prejudice  of  any  children 
she  might  have  had  by  her  marriage,  and  in  favour  of  the 
son  of  her  husband  by  a  former  marriage.  The  instru- 
ment executed  by  Mrs.  Paul  is  a  deed  ;  and  it  is  settled 
that  a  disposition  by  deed,  under  a  power  of  appointing 
by  will,  is  not  a  valid  execution  of  die  power. 

Mr.  Bickerstethf  in  reply. 

T^e  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
words  <*  to  will  it''  meant,  to  dispose  of  it  by  will ;  and 
that  the  appointment  by  the  deed  in  the  Scotch  form 
was  not  a  good  execution  of  the  power. 
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HQCKiEX  ^  BANTOCK,  /*««-i  ' 

.   -   ■     y .  •  '    j'       r        •        •        •  •     .' 

npHE  qu^tion  in  this  cause  was .  referred  to  the  ar-:  A  solicitor 

-■:    bitriiti.on  of  Robert  Monsey  Rol/e,  Esq^  barrister-  ^^"^"^ 

at-laWy- wh^  awarded  that  part  of  the  costs  to  be  taxed  of  an  attor- 

should  be  paid  out  of  a  fund  in  Court,  and  the  other  ^nUn'the 

part  Dy  the  Defendant  John  Bantock^  who  was  the  peti-  courts  of  law» 

tioner.     The  PlaintiiFs,  Hockley  and  his  wife^  employed  ney-at^law 

as  their  solicitor  in  the  cause  Mr.  W.  H.  Pattiwh  who  *?"".^^  P"** 

•  1    f   i       1  -I   iLf  .  titcinthc 

resided  lo  the  country,  and  Messrs.  Brooksl^r^k  and  name  of  a 

Faruy  solicitors  in  London^  were  concerned  in  the  pro-  h'J, dentin 
secution  of  the  suit  as  his  agents.  the  courts  of 


equity. 


Upon  the  taxation  of  costs  before  the  Master,  in  pur- 
suance of  Mr.  Solfe^s  award,  it  was  discovered  that  Mr. 
Paiiisofiy  although  an  attorney  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  had  not  been  admitted  a  solicitor  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery ;  and  it  was  thereupon  insisted  on  the  part  of 
the  petitioner,  that  on  the  taxation  Mr.  Patlison  should 
be  allowed  those  fees  only  which  he  had  paid  to  the  clerk 
in  Court.  The  Master,  however,  overruled  this  objec- 
tion, and  proceeded  to  tax  the  costs  as  if  Mr.  Pattison 
had  been  actually  a  soKcitor,  upon  the  ground  that 
Messrs.  Brookshank  and  Fam^  his  agents,  being  soli- 
citors in  Chancery,  were  to  be  considered  the  solicitors 
in  the  cause.  Mr.  Pattison^  in  consequence,  obtained 
a  sum  oat  of  Court,  in  part  of  the  amount  of  the  bills 
so  taxed,  and  the  petitioner,  in  order  to  avoid  an  attach- 
ment, was  compelled  to  pay  the  sum  of  94/.  for  the 
residue  of  the  taxed  costs.  The  petition  prayed  that  the 
Master  might  review  his  taxation,  and  that  Mr.  Pattison 
might  be  .allowed  those  fees  only  which  had  been  paid 
by  him  to  his  clerk  in  Court,  or  that  be  might  replace 

Vol.  !!•  G  g  in 
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1833.        in  Court,   and  repay  to  the  petitioner  what  he  had 
^J*^^*^      improperly  receired. 

HOCKLET 

BAvnbt.  It  ^as  admitted  at  the  bar,  that  Mr.  PaUhon  was  not 
a  solicitor,  and  that  Messrs.  BrookAank  and  Fam^  who 
acted  as  his  agents,  were  not  aware  of  that  fact. 


In  aapport  of  the  petition  the  following  oases  n^re 
cited;  PreMe  r.  Boghwr$t{a\  Coates  v.  Hanhfard{b)^ 
Sumner  v.  Bi^my*  (c) 

Against  the  petition  it  was  contended,  that  by  the 
2  G.  i.  c.  23.  s.  10.  an  attorney  was  at  liberty  to  practise 
in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  the  name  of  a  solicitor,  as 
his  agent;  and  further,  that  the  petitioner  could  not  avail 
himself  of  the  objection  that  Mr.  Patlison  was  not  a 
solidtor,  the  client  who  employed  Mr.  Pattitcn  being 
alone  competent  to  raise  that  objection. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  L*  Ixfamdesy  in  support  of  the 
petition. 

Mr.  Bethellj  contra. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

1  have  read  the  tenth  section  of  2  G.  2.  c.  23.  with 
great  attention.  It  is  clear  that  it  contains  no  provision 
to  enable  an  attorney  to  practise  in  the  name  of  a  soli- 
citor, as  his  agent;  a  solicitor  may,  under  that  section 
of  the  act,  practise  in  the  name  of  an  attorney,  as  bis 
agent;  but  an  attorney  cannot  practise  in  the  name  of  a 
solicitor.  There  is  here  no  doubt  that  Mr.  Paitison 
did  conduct  the  suit  of  his  client  by  his  agents,  who 

were 

(b)  1  Ruu.  ^  Mtflne,  744.  (c)  I  Rtut.  ^  Mylne,  748. 

{h)  IbM.  746. 
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were  solicitors,  and  who  were  not  aware  that  Mr.  PaU 
iison  did  not  himself  fill  the  character  of  a  solicitor. 

I  am  of  opinion,  tbereforei  that  the  caae  of  Mn  Pat^ 
iwm  fidb  within  the  effect  of  the  decisions  to  which  I 
have  been  referred*  The  only  difference  between  this 
and  the  cases  cited  is,  that  in  those  cases  the  client  sought 
relirfagainse  the  attorney  who  had  acted  as  his  solicitor, 
and  here  it  is  not  the  dient,  but  it  is  the  person  who  b 
ordered  to  indemnify  the  client  in  respect  of  the  costs ; 
and  the  question  is,  what  costs,  under  such  an  order,  is 
this  party  to  pay?  He  is  to  pay  the  costs  which  the 
dieni  is  legally  bonnd  to  pay.  The  client  was  not  legally 
compellable  to  pay  to  Mr.  Paltison  more  than  the  fees 
which  Mr.  PaUisan  had  by  his  agents  paid  to  his  clerk 
in  Court;  and  these,  therefore,  are  the  only  sums  in 
xespect  of  which  the  petitioner  is  liable. 


18SS, 


Let  the  Master  review  his  report,  allowing  to  Mr. 
Pattistm  those  fees  only  which  he  has  paid  to  his  clerk 
in  Court,  and  Mr*  Pattison  must  repay  what,  upon  such 
review,  it  shall  be  found  that  he  has  improperly  received 
out  of  Court,  or  from  the  petitioner. 


Ex  parte  BOND. 

I^TR.  CAMPBELL  applied  for  the  usual  reference 
•^  ^  to  the  Master  to  inquire  whether  a  father  was  of 
ability  to  maintain  the  infant,  and,  if  not,  what  would  be 
a  proper  allowance  for  the  infant's  future  maintenance; 
and  also,  whether  any  and  what  allowance  ought  to  be 
made  to  the  father  for  the  infant's  past  maintenance.  In 
support  of  the  application  for  an  inquiry  as  to  an  allow- 
G  g  2  ance 


Rolls. 

1835. 
Mardk  5« 

The  Court 
will  not  direct 
an  inquiry  as 
to  the  pro- 
priety of  an 
allowance  to 
the  father  for 
the  past  main- 
tenance of  the 
infant,  unless 
a  special  < 
be  made. 
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i      ■  .'  .  I       /  i    '  ' '  /    » 
1835.        ance  for  past  maiDteDance,  he  relied   upon  Reeva  r. 

Z^^^  Brymer{a\  where  it  was  said,  that  the  old  practice  was. 
Bond.  that  if  a  father  had  by  any  means  maintained  his  chil- 
dren, the  Court  would  not  reimburse  him,  but  that  since 
Lord  Rosslyn^^  time  a  different  practice  had  been  intro- 
duced. Lorcl  Eldon  expressed  his  approbation  of  the 
altered  practice,  and  allowed  ni^intcpanoe  for  iifp  time 
past  as  well  as  for  the  time  to  come;^  both.i^' ibij^ 
V.  Btymer  and  in  a  subsequetit  case  oF  Sheixoood  ▼• 
Smth.  (b) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls*  said,  lie  hisid  on  several 
recent  occasions  made  inquiry  as  to  the  pra(Jtioe,'  and 
found  that  it  was  contrary  to  that  sitatea  to  liaive  been 
introduced  by  Lord  Rosslt^.  To  allow  JTcir  past  main- 
tenance, and  to  treat  as  a  debt  the  ex[jenditure  whicK 
the  law  imposed  upon  the  father  as  a  duty,  would  be  to 
act  against  the  settled  rule  of  the  Court  ^the  Court 
might,  if  a  special  case  were  made,  dii^ect  an  iiiq^irV ; 
but  here  the  inquiry  as  to  past  maintenance  was  asked 
for  as  a  matter  of  course,  and  must,  consequently,  be 
refused. 

The  Registrar  in  Court  said,  that  the  cases  referred 
to  by  Mr.  Campbell  bad  not  been  acted  upon. 

(fl)  6  Fm.  4(SS.  (h)  S  rek  454.;  tee  Maieriey 

•  Sir  C  Fef^. 
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^'1852. 


1S38. 
Rolls. 
Fe6.9U 

L.C. 
March  5.  8. 


;■  ,;".;^^  ■";;'■  RAi^ELAGH ».,  ranelaqh.. 

npBE  testator,  Lord  Ranel^gh^  made  a  codicil  to  hi^ 

'^-  -will  ux, the  followipg;  words :—      '* 

If  separata 

**  My  daughter,  Mary  Ann  Jones^  having  a  fortune  g^^^"^^, 

of  ip^popA  jM'hich.^  ^old  in  trust  for  her,  &c.,  I  give  her  or  more  per. 

for  the  present  only  200/.  to  buy  mourning.     I  give  to  Umitorion  * 

my  two  daughters,  Sarah   Anionia  Jones  and   Louisa  ^^^^  to  the 
*  <••      •     •».  -^  ;    .  ...  ^^^^f         I        T     •  survivor  or 

JoneSf  during  their  Jiatural  lives,  4000/.  each.     I  give  to  survivors  in 

ipy  two  sons,  Thomas  Cowley  Jones  and  Thomas  Edward  ca»c  of  the 

Jqnes,  2000/.  sterling  each  during  their  natural  lives,  either  with- 

legal  int^ifest  at  5  per  gent,  to  be  paid  to  all  of  them  in  pjl^jj^^j^n*^ 

equal  quarterly  payments,  commencing  from  the  day  of  frimSL  facie 

my  decease  till  my  son,  the  Honourable  Thomas  Jone^  twtator  had 

or  my  heir  in  entail,  attains  his  or  her  twenty-first  year  "ot  in  bis 
'u  .^      ■  ^  ,  ■    ,  ■  ,  contemplation 

of  age.     To  prevent  any  mistake  or  misconception  of  an  indefinite 

my  directions,  I  repeat  my  intentions  respecting  the  failure  of 

Where 


fiboya  legacies  in  figures; 


pecuniary 
lew 


egacies  were 
bequeathed  to 
several  per- 
sons for  their 
lives,  and  if 


**  To  my  daughters 

>t..  ;.    Mfiry  Ann  Joiies^  <i^200»  to  be  paid  f«>rthwith. 

Sarah  Antonia  Jones,     ^^4000  -i  £5  per  cent  in 
r      '  ^   r  -«rvrv  I      *«wt    to    be  any  of  them 

I/mm  Jones,         -         -      4000  I       paid  quarterly  should  die 

f  Thomas  Cowlgy  Jones,        2000  |      ?"    «y_  heir  without  issue, 
Twoioni-!  J^  »  I       IS    twenty^ne  their  pro- 

t  Thomas  Edward  Jones,     2000  J     y«n  of  age.     portions  to  be 

divided 
<(  Jq  among  the 
survivors,  the 
suras  were 
directed  to  be  secured  in  Court,  and  the  dividends  paid  to  the  legatees  for  their 
respective  lives,  with  liberty  to  any  person  to    apply  upon  the  death  of  each 
legatee. 

Whether  such  legatees  took  an  alnolute  interest  in  their  respective  legacies,  sub- 
ject to  an  executory  bequest  over  in  case  of  their  death  leaving  no  usue,  or  whether 
they  took  an  interest  for  life  only,  qturrc. 

GgS 
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'^  In  case  of  the  demise  of  any  of  the  above  parties 
without  legitimate  issue,  their,  his,  or  her  proportions  to 
be  divided  equi^lly  amongst  the  survivors.*' 

The  testator's  eldest  son,  the  Honourable  TTiomas 
Jones^  now  Lord  Ranelaghj  was  appointed  residuary 
legatee. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  it  was  contended  on 
behalf  of  the  two  daughters  and  the  two  younger  sons, 
that  they  took  an  absolute  interest  in  their  respective 
legacies,  on  the  ground  that  the  gift  over  in  case  of  the 
demise  of  any  of  them  without  issue,  was  to  be  referred 
to  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue. 

The  cases  cited  were  Wtlmot  v.  Wilmot  (a),  Cirmder 
V.  Stone  (6),  Massey  v.  Hudson  (c),  Gray  v.  Shawne  (d), 
Davidson  v.  Dallas  {e\  Barlow  v.  Salter  (g),  Doe  dem. 
Watts  V,  Wainewright  {h\  Wyld  v.  Lewis  (i),  Horton  v. 
Norton.  (*) 

I^e  Master  ^the  Roixs. 

The  cases  upon  this  point  are  numerous,  and  may 
not  all  be  capable  of  being  reconciled.  The  single  ques- 
tion now  before  the  Court  is,  whether  the  legatees  in 
question  take  an  immediate  absolute  interest  or  a  pre- 
sent life  interest  only  ;  and  this  depends  upon  the  eflect 
of  the  limitation  in  case  either  of  the  legatees  should  die 
without  legitimate  issue,  —  whether  the  testator  intends 
by  this  limitation  an  indefinite  fiiilure  of  issue,  which 

would 

(a)  8  Vet.  10.  (g)  17  r«.479. 

(*)  3  Ruu.  217.  (*)  5  T.  B.  427. 

le)  9  Mar.  ISO.  (i)  1  Atk.  453. 

id)  1  E4en,  155.  '     [k)  Cro.  Jmc.  74. 
(e)  14  Vet.  576. 
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would  be  too  remote,  or  a  failure  of  issue  living  at  th^ 
death  of  the  legatees. 

I  adopt  the  language  of  Sir  William  Grants  in  Massey 
V.  Hudson  (a),  and  take  the  rule  to  be,  that primd  facie  a 
bequest  over  to  the  survivor  or  survivors  of  two  or  more 
persons  after  the  death  of  one  without  issue,  affords  the 
presumption  ihat  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue  could  not 
be  in  the  testator's  contemplation.  In  that  case  Sir 
William  Grant  considered  that  the  presumption  was 
repelled  because  the  limitation  over  was  to  the  survivor, 
his  or  her  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  and 
the  testator,  therefore,  had  not  solely  in  view  the  per- 
sonal enjoyment  of  the  survivor.  In  this  case  there  is 
no  circumstance  to  repel  the  presumption ;  on  the  con- 
trary, the  presumption  is  here  fortified  by  the  fact,  that 
the  legacies  are  in  the  first  place  given  for  life  only,  and 
the  limitation  over  is  upon  the  determination  of  the  life 
estate,  to  which  determination  the  survivorship  must  be 
referred.  If  this  plain  rule  be  adhered  to»  there  will  be 
no  confusion  in  subsequent  cases.  The  case  of  Crowder 
V.  Stone  (b)  has,  upon  the  effect  of  the  word  "  survivor," 
application  to  this  case,  but  some  other  points  in  that 
case  may  be  questioned. 

I  give  no  opinion  as  to  the  effect  of  the  word  "  sur- 
vivors," in  case  it  should  not  happen  that  one  of  the 
legatees  dies,  leaving  issue,  before  the  death  of  another 
legatee  who  leaves  no  issue.  The  legacies  must  be  car- 
ried to  the  separate  account  of  each  legatee,  and  laid 
out  with  a  direction  to  pay  the  dividends  to  each  legatee 
during  his  or  her  life,  or  until  the  further  order  of  the 
Court,  with  liberty  to  any  person  interested  to  apply 

upon 

(tf)  8  Mer.  130.  (b)  3  Itusi.  217. 
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)fl^       Itpoh  tbe  deadi  c»f  eadi  l^tee,  or  otherwise  as  tbe^ 
teSi     -iqrbeadTised. 

18^^*  A  petidon  of  appeal  was  preBented  against  his  Hooor'a 

decree. 

Mr.  Twin  and'  Mr.  Siuart^  in  support  of  the  appeal. 

The  legatees  took  under  this  bequest  a  quasi  estate 
tail,  which,  the  subject  of  the  gift  being  personalty,  was, 
in  efiect,  an  absolute  interest  in  their  several  legacies. 
Upon  no  other  construction  can  the  issue  of  these 
legatees  derive  any  benefit  from  the  testator's  bounty, 
for  nothing  is  given  to  them  expressly ;  and  it  is  clear, 
from  the  decisions  in  Andree  v.  fVard  (a),  and  Greene  v. 
Ward  (ft),  that  they  can  take  nothing  by  implication  as 
purchasers.  The  general  principle  is,  that  where  the 
words  of  gift  are  such  as  to  create,  in  the  first  taker,  an 
estate  tail,  either  express  or  implied,  which  is  the  case 
kere,  the  legal  operation  of  those  words  shall  not  be 
cut  down  or  controuled  by  subsequent  provisions ;  and 
that  where,  on  the  contrary,  the  first  limitation  is  made 
in  terms  large  enough  to  carry  a  fee  simple  or  absolute 
interest,  and  is  followed  by  n  gift  over  in  case  of  the 
death  of  the  first  taker  without  issue,  the  presumption  is 
!n  favour  of  restricting  the  failure  of  issue  to  a  failure 
of  issue  living  at  the  first  taker's  decease:  Vf^Id  v. 
Lewis  {c)i  Powell  on  Devises  {d).  Reliance  is  placed,  on 
the  other  side,  upon  the  effect  of  the  word  **  survivors," 
as  shewing  an  intent  on  the  testator's  part  to  cut  down 
these  to  mere  legacies  for  life.  But  what  is  the  legal 
import  of  the  word  ?     Upon  that  point,  the  decision  in 

Htighes 

(a)  1  Ruu.  260.  (c)  1  Atk.  432. 

lb)  IM,  S62.  (<Q  Vol.  ii.  p.  582.  by  Jarmau, 
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Hughn  y^Saifer{a\  wliiob  ^edt  vpon  tbe?  gvoftnd  cf       I^K 
the  personal  enjoyment  intended  for  the  surtthror^  mm     ^^^^^^ 
over-ruled,  in  the  following  year,  by  NtchoUs  ▼•  Skin-  ^ 

ner{b)^  a  case  origiriairy  misreported,  but  which,  as  *A**^** 
eorvtoidd'by  Sir  WittiMit  Gtuta  ih  the  note  to  M^t^  v.  ;'  ,^ 
Hudson  (c),  has  been  uniformly  followed  as  an  authbrhy* 
In  Barlow  v.  Salter  {d)^  the  proposition  is  laid  down 
broadigr  hySitmUiifm  Grant,  that  tile  wotd  «  mtwvrijfts/* 
wh^n  used  in  this  w^y,  dpes  not  knply  any  thiogff  a 
personal  nature^  but  is  simply  equivalent  to  the  word 
*'  othef^ ; "  and.  those  if^ho  died  leaving  issue,  .were  tbei;e 
held  to.be  equally  ep titled  with  those  wbp  survived'^ 
Ifarman  v.  pifikensofi  (p).  It  is  trjipe  that  the  judgment 
in  BarUm  y.  Salter  appears  not  quite  consistent  yrith  tbff 
language  of  the  same  judge  in  Massey  v.  Hudson  {c}i 
but  the  dicta  of  Sir  fFl  Grant  in  the  latter  case  werp 
entirely  extra-judicial:  Gray  v*  Shawne{g)j  Dae  denu 
Watts  y.  Waineaoright  {h\  Wilmoty.  Wilmot{i\  Lampl^ 
v.  Blower  {k).  The  direction  that  5  per  cent*  is  to  be 
paid  on  the  respective  legacies  till  the  testator's  heir 
pomes  of  age,  is  strong  to  shew  that  the  indefinite  con-* 
struction  was  intended;  for,  otherwise,  there  was  no 
reason,  why  interest  should  be  paid  to  them  any  longer 
than  while  they  were  kept  out  of  their  legacies.  The 
decree  is  defective,  in  omitting  to  declare  the  rights  of 
the  parties  who  were  entitled  to  have  such  a  declaration 
at  once,  without  being  forced  to  make  a  subsequent 
application  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  West^  for  Lord  Ranelagh^  the  residuary  legatee* 

The 

(«)  1  P.  Wm$.  534.  (g)  1  Bd.  153. 

(b)  Free.  Ch.  528.  (A)  5  T.  R.  487. 

(e)  2  Mer.  135.  n.  (i)  8  Fet.  10. 

(rf)  17  Ves.  479.  (*)  3  Alk,  396. 

{e  )  1  Bro.  C.    C.  91.  in  Mr. 
Bel^%  note. 
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Tb0  Master  of  the  Rolls  considered  these  to  be  \ 
life-^3tates»  although  be  declined  formally  to  decide  the 
question  until  the  events  should  have  occurred  which 
wpuld  render  a  decision  necessary.  Hughes  v.  Smfor 
^ which  is  precisely  this  case)  is  perfectly  consistent  vilb 
iJichoUs  V.  Skinner^  and  has  never  been  over-ruled* 
Although  the  word  <*  survivors  '*  has  been  aonetimes 
construed  as  synonymous  with  **  others,"  where  the 
context  requined  it,  that  is  by  no  means  its  natural  and 
prdinary,  iar  less  iu  necessary,  import :  Cromder  v* 
Stone  (a),  Dasoidson  v.  Dallas  (£},  Massey  v.  Hudson  {c). 
The  word  *<  issue,"  as  it  occurs  io  this  codicil,  is 
synojuymotts  with  '*  children : "  Doe  dem.  Smith  v.  fVeb- 
ber  {d).  The  principle  upon  which  Nichols  v.  Hooper  {e) 
and  Pleydell  v,  Plq^dell  (g)  were  determined,  strongly 
supports  bis  Honor's  decision*  The  word  *<  survivors '' 
must  be  referred,  not  to  the  time  of  the  testator's  death, 
but  to  tlie  period  of  distribution :  Cripps  v.  Wolcott  {h\ 
Pope  v.  Whitcombe  (f ).  The  cases  of  Andree  v.  Ward 
and  Oreene  v.  Ward^  which  have  been  cit^  on  the  other 
side,  are  really  strong  authorities  in  favour  of  the 
residuary  legatee;  Ibr  it  was  there  decided,  that  where 
the  bequest  was  to  JL  for  life,  and,  if  he  leaves  no  issue, 
then  to  A,  and  A.  died  leaving  issue,  his  interest  was 
not  enlarged,  by  implication,  to  a  quasi  estate  tail ;  that 
the  issue  could  not  take  as  purchasers ;  that  the  gift  over 
to  B.  failed,  the  prescribed  contingency  not  having 
happened;  and  that  the  capital  of  the  fund,  being 
otherwise  undisposed  of,  fell  into  the  residue.  Greene 
v.  Ward  afterwards  came  before  Lord  Lyndhurst  on 
appeal,  and  was  affirmed. 


Mr. 


(a)  5  Ruti.  217. 
lb)  14  Vet.S76, 
(c)  %Mer  130. 


{e)  I  P.  Wnu.  198. 
(^)  IM,  748. 
(h)  4MatL\\, 
(0  5  Ruti,\2\, 
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•  'Mr*  Tinney\  for  the  infant  child  of  Sarah  Anidnia 
Jones^  one  of  the  legatees. 

The  issue  of  the  I^atees  take  by  implication  as  pur- 
chasers an  absolute  interest  in  the  legacies,  subject  to  a 
prior  life-interest  in  their  parents.  Certainly,  if  Greene 
t.  Ward  be  law,  it  is  di£Scult  to  support  such  ah  implied 
bequest  in  farour  of  the  children,  bat  that  ease  does  not 
seem  to  have  been  much  considered ;  and  it  is  at  variance 
with  the  decision  in  ex  parte  Rogers  (a),  where  a  bequest 
to  a  manied  woman  fer  life,  and  at  her  death  without 
children  the  principal  to  go  to  her  surviving  sistenB, 
was  held  by  Sir  Tkomas  Phmer  to  amount  to  a  gift  of 
the  capital,  by  necessary  implication,  to  the  children. 
That  case  apparently  was  not  referred  to  in  the  course 
of  the  argument  in  Greene  v.  Ward* 


IS94L 


The  Lord  Chancixlor,  after  stating  the  codicil  and 
the  nature  of  the  question  which  it  raised,  continued  as 
follows: — 

In  the  present  instance  four  circumstances  are  to  be 
found,  all  tending  to  rebut  the  construction  which  would 
give  an  absolute  interest  to  the  l^^atees. 

First,  where  the  testator  intended  beyond  all  question 
to  give  an  absolute  interest  to  one  legatee,  he  does  so  in 
different  words  from  those  used  in  giving  to  the  rest. 
The  eldest  daughter  being  provided  for  by  settlement, 
lie  only  leaves  her  a  moderate  sum,  and  for  mourning, 
manifestly  therefore  a  legacy  absolute;  and  not  satisfied 
with  this  distinction  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  gift,  nor 
even  content  with  omitting  the  words  '*  for  her  natural 
life,"  which  he  adds  to  all  the  other  bequests,  he  ex- 
pressly directs  it  to  be  paid  *^  forthwith.'' 

Secondly^ 

(a)  2  Mad,  449. 


March  8. 
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Secondly,  air  the  other  legacies  are  given,  not  only 
without  any  such  directbn,  but  th^  rate  of  infera^  wbjoh. 
v.,     <>     ttie  legatees  are  to  have  for  a^iven  period  of  i\^k9f 
NKLAGK.    Qi^ij^giy^  during  the  eldest  son's  minority,  is  specified. 

Thirdly,  those  other  legacies  are  all  expressljf  giTeQy 
first,  to  the  two  daughters  during  their  natural  lives,  and 
then  to  the  two  sons  in  like  manner  during  their  natural 
lives ;  so  that  not  only  does  the  elEect  of  the  bequest  over 
come  to  be  cbnsidered,  after  an^xpress  gift  for  life  only 
has  been  previously  limited,  but  there  is  also  a  particular 
period  of  time  fixed,  to  which  the  vesting  in  the  legatees 
over  may  be  referred,  and  by  which 'any  ambiguity  in 
the  description  of  those  legatees  may  be  removed. 

'  Lastly,  the  gift  over  on  failure  of  issue  of  those  who 
.  are  to  take  during  their  natural  live^  is  to  the  *' survivors,** 
the  survivors  of  the  parties. 

^  tf  these  circumstances  are  all  taken  together,  they 
greatly  favour  the  opinion  that  the  life-interest  at  first 
;^  /  given  is  hot  enlarged  by  tjie  subse()uent  gift  pver,  and' 
that  the  word  **  survivors"  is' used  in  its ^ plain  and 
:  obvious  sense,  as  meaning  such  of  the  four  individuals 
named  as  shall  be  living  when  any  of  them  shall  ha|)|pen 
to  die»  But  if  such  be  the  meaning  of  the  wprdj^.tben  it 
is  clear  that  the  failure  of  issue  is  at  once  restricte4  to 
failure  of  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  deceased  legatee^i 
and  consequently,  that  the  executory  limitation  doe^s  pot 
alter,  but  accords  with  and  confirms  the  first  gift|  whipb 
was  "  for  the  natural  life." 

r 

The  present  decision  rests  upon  special  circumstances ; 
viz.,  the  gift  of  one  legacy  forthwith;  the  fixii^  of  the 
rate  of  interest  for  a  given  period;  and  the .^xprcss gift 
for  life  of  the  legacies  in  the  first  instance.     This,  there- 
fore. 


fore,  is  not  a  decision  upon, the  general .prinqiplei  a^d 
doe^  not,  iiidee^s  go  so  far  towards  it  a^  ^thei*  the  dictum 
6{  &\x  JVni.  Grant  in  Massey  y.  Hudson^  or  the  decisioi^ 
<>f  Sli"  JosepAjeicyU  in  ftughes  v.  Sayer.  (a)    '    /  \ 

The  judgment  of  the  Master  of.  the  Rplls  must,  be 
dlffirmed^. 


[d)^r:Wms.sS4. 


r-     .J  Hi,    '•''"   .'"•.'•.'  '-'  ",  '         ■     '  1834. 

BY  the  custom  of*  the  manor  of  Marston  Maisey^  in  The  right  of 
the  county  of  Wilit,  the  copyhold  lands  held  of  the  J^*'„3"^{!j^'' 
manor  are  granted  by  the  lord  for  two  lives  in.succes-  copjphold 
sion  \  sometimes  by  an  original  grant  for  such  two  lives,  ^^  ^f  his*" 
and  sometimes  by  a  grant  for  a  life  in  reversion  after  a  equitable  in- 
single  existing  life;  and. the  tenant  for  life  in  possession  cannot  be     ' 
ir  entitled,  upon  payment  of  the  usual  fine^  to  have  a  ^°'™'!^  ^m 
grant  made  to  him  for  one  life  in  reversion,  and  may,  at  a  manor, 
any  time,  by  surrender,  pass  his  estate  in  .the  lands  foe  in^^Jftcnt' 
his  life  and  the  life  so  named  in  reversion ;  but  if  no  with  the  doc- 
such  surrender  is  made,  then  the  widow  of  the  tenant  gu|^„g  truiti, 
for'  Kfe  in  possession,  upon  his  death,  becomes  entitled  to  **>  ^at  aper- 
an  estate  in  the  land^  for  her  widowhood  as  her  free-  the  purchaser 

bench,  and  after  her  death,  or  second  marriage,  the  of*  copyhold 

estatCf  as  the 
person  whose  life  is  named  in  reversion  becomes  entitled  second  life 

to  the  lands.    The  copyhold  lands  in  this  manor  are  JhfSi^ 
not  devisable  by  custom.  shall  take 


Henry  Lane^  being  possessed  of  copyhold  lands  within 
the  above-mentioned  manor,  which  he  had  purchased  in 
1797,  and  in  the  surrenders  of  which  his  nephew,  Henry 
Lane^  the  Defendant,  was  named  as  the  second  life, 

made 


beneficiallv>is 
unreasonable. 
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IB9U.  made  his  wiU  in  18M,  and  be  thereby  gave  and  dtvised 
aH  those  his  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  whieh 
he  held  of  the  manor  of  Marskm  Maiug^  nnto  his  wife* 
the  Plaintiff,  for  and  daring  the  term  of  her  nalural 
life^  and  after  her  decease  be  gave  and  devised  the  same 
to  the  Defendant  Henry  Lantj  son  of  bis  brother 
William  LatUf  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators^  and 
assigns,  for  all  his  estate  and  interest  therein* 

The  testator  died  in  JUme  1820,  leaving  the  Plaintiff, 
then  Elizabeth  Lane^  his  widow,  surviving  him.  In 
October  1822,  Elizabeth  Lane  was  admitted  tenant  of 
the  copyhold  lands  for  her  widowhood;  and  in  Au» 
gust  1825  she  intermarried  with  the  Plaintiff  Levjf 
Lewis,  and  the  Defendant  Henry  Lane  was  afterwards 
admitted  tenant  of  the  copyholds  in  question*  The 
bill  prayed  that  the  Defendant  might  be  deelaved  a 
trustee  of  the  copyhold  lands  in  question  for  the  test« 
ator,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  Elizabeth  LewiSf  or  Lety 
Lems  in  her.  right,  might  be  declared  to  be  benefidaUy 
entitled  to  tbe  same  daring  her  life.  The  Defendant^ 
by  his  answer,  submitted,  that  by  the  custom  of  the 
manor  the  person  nanaed  as  grantee  or  tenant  for  the 
life  in  reversion  of  a  copyhold  estate,  where  no  trust  as 
to  the  same  appeared  on  the  courtHroU,  took  for  his  own 
benefit;  that  the  devise  of  the  testator  aflected  neither 
the  legal  nor  tbe  equitable  estate  in  the  oopyhoU  lands 
in  question;  and  that,  upon  the  marriage  of  the  testator's 
widow,  the  Defendant,  as  such  grantee  or  life  in  rever- 
sion, became  beneficially  entitled  to  the  same. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  cause  in  March  1828,  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  directed  a  reference  to  the  Master 
to  inquire  whether,  although  by  the  custom  of  the! 
manor  the  legal  estate  in  the  premises  in  question  could 
not  be  devised,  the  owner  of  an  equitable  estate  therein 

had 
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bad  tfa«  power  of  devising  such  equitable  tsMe^  The  }»9^ 
Master,  hj  his  report,  found  that  it  was  the  custom  of 
the  iftstior  for  the  teiiaot  in  possession  to  surrender  the 
estate  for  his  own  life  and  for  the  life  in  succession,  and 
to  ebmgis  the  life  in  succession  by  substituting  anothei* 
life ;  that  iheite  were  many  instances  of  wills  in  which 
the  testators  bad  made  dispositions  of  copyhold  pr<>- 
perty  within  the  manor;  that  no  custom  of  snrrenderhig 
estates  to  the  nses  of  wills  had  ever  prevailed  in  the 
dMilor ;  that  grants  were  made  to  the  tenant  to  hold  to 
him  for  his  life,  and  for  the  seeond  life  named,  and  the 
life  of  the  longest  liver  successively ;  and  that,  in  many 
instances^  bonds  to  surrender  had  been  given  by  the 
second  life  to  the  tenant  in  possession*  The  Master 
foitndi  that  the  owner  of  the  equitable  estate  in  the  pre- 
mises in  question  had  the  power  of  devising  such  equitaf- 
ble  estate^  and  an  exception  was  taken  to  his  report* 

Mr.  Tinnejf  and  Mr.  Whitmarshf  in  support  of  the 
exception,  relied  upon  the  bonds  to  surrender,  given  by 
persons  niimed  as  the  second  lives,  as  evidence  that 
tbeir  legal  title  would  prevail,  if  such  security  were  not 
taken  by  the  tenants  in  possession ;  and  they  referred  to 
Edwards  v.  Fidel  (a),  as  an  authority  to  shew,  that  a 
custom  for  die  nominee  in  reversion  of  the  tenant  for 
life  of  a  copyhold  to  take  beneficially,  where  no  tnist 
was  expressed  upon  the  court-roll,  was  a  good  custom. 

Mr.  Btekersiethi  Mr.  WHbraham^  and  Mr.  J,  B.  Panry^ 
cofiivd* 

The  purchaser  was  the  owner  of  an  equitable  interest 

in  the  property  of  which  the  legal  estate  was  vested  in 

his  nominee.     The  terms  of  the  reference  admit  that  the 

purchaser  had  an  equitable  interest,  and  the  inquiry  in 

reality 
{a)  5  Mad.  S57. 
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1834.  reality  amounts  to  no  more  than  this — whether  the  owner 
of  an  equitable  interest  may  by  will  dispose  of  that 
interest  To  suppose  that  the  custom  of  a  manor  can 
control  the  right  of  an  equitable  owner  to  dispose  of  his 
property  by  will,  is  against  all  principle  and  all  authority ; 
for  Edwards  v.  Fidel  is  not  an  authority  to  that  extent. 
The  reference  directed  in  that  case  seems  not  to  have 
been  well  considered,  nor  is  it  easy  to  acquiesce  in  the 
opinion  expressed  by  the  late  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that  a 
custom  for  the  nominee  of  the  purchaser  of  a  reversion- 
ary copyhold  grant  to  take  beneficially,  where  no  trusi 
was  mentioned  upon  the  rolls  of  the  manor,  was  a 
reasonable  custom.  The  established  rule  is  that,  where 
A»  purchases  an  estate  in  the  name  of  B,j  the  trust  of 
the  legal  estate  results  to  the  person  who  advances  the 
money,  unless  B.  be  the  child  of  the  purchaser,  in  which 
case,  the  resulting  trust  is  primdjacie  rebutted,  and  the 
child  will  take  the  estate  as  an  advancement,  supposing 
there  are  no  otlier  circumstances  indicating  a  contrary 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser:  Dyery.  D!fer.(a) 
There  was  an  attempt,  in  the  present  case,  to  support 
the  claim  of  the  Defendant  on  the  ground  of  advance- 
ment ;  but  that  attempt  has  been  abandoned,  the  De- 
fendant being  only  a  nephew  of  the  purchaser,  and  there 
being  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the  purchaser  had  ever 
adopted  him,  or  intended  to  advance  him.  In  Smith  v. 
Baker  {b\  the  very  question  which  seems  to  have  occa- 
sioned this  reference  was  raised ;  for  there  a  person  was 
named  as  a  life  in  remainder,  according  to  the  custom 
of  the  manor,  by  the  purchaser  of  a  copyhold  for  lives ; 
and  Lord  Hardwicke  decided  that  the  purchaser  had  an 
equitable  interest ;  and  that,  as  in  the  case  of  a  pur- 
chaser at  law  of  an  estate  descendible  to  the  heirs  in 
the  name  of  a  third  person,  which  should  descend  not- 

with- 
{a)  2  Cm,  92,  (b)  1  AtJk.^SS. 
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ii4Cbstanding,  ^o  the  trust  oP  th^  legal  estate  which 
passed,  accordiilg  to  the  cufttom,  to  the  life  in  remainder,. 
should  be  construed  as  a  trust  for  the  person  who  had 
advanced  ibe  money. 

.  ante  Ma8ti»  ^rte  Rolls.* 

*  It  appears  that,  by  the  custom  of  the  manor,  of  which 
the  copyholds  in  question  in  this  cause  are  held,  the 
lord  grants  copyholds  for  two  lives  hi  succession,  or  for 
one  life  in  remainder  after  an  existing  life;  and  that 
'Hefij-y  Lane,  the  testator,  accordingly  became  entitled  by 
purchase  to  certain  copyholds,  to  which  he  was  ad- 
mitted ;  and  that  the  Defendant,  Henry  Lane,  was  the 
other  life  named  by  him  in  the  grant.  The  purchase- 
money,  fines,  &c.  were  all  paid  by  Henry  Lane,  the 
testator;  and  there  is  no  question  of  advancement. 
Henry  Lane  by  his  will  devised  all  his  copyholds  to 
his  wife,  the  Plaintiff,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the 
Defendant,  Henry  Lane.  He  died  in  the  year  1820; 
and  the  Plaintifl^  his  widow,  having,  at  all  events,  a  title 
to  these  copyholds  during  her  widowhood,  no  question 
arose  until  her  second  marriage  with  the  other  Plaintiff; . 
whereupon  the  Defendant  contended  that,  as  the  title  of 
the  widow  had  ceased  by  her  second  marriage,  he,  the 
Defendant,  was  entitled,  insisting  that,  by  means  of  the 
copyhold  grant,  his  tide  was  complete,  and  that  Henry 
Lane,  the  testator,  had  no  right  to  devise  those  lands 
to  his  widow  for  life. 


453 


L«,WI8 

Lanb. 


By  the  decree,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to  in- 
quire whether,  although,  by  the  custom  of  the  manor, 
the  legal  estate  in  the  premises  cannot  be  devised,  the 
owner  of  an  equitable  estate  therein  has  the  power  of 
devising  such  equitable  estate.    The  Master  has  found 

in 


Vol.  II. 


•  Sir  C.  Pepyt. 
Hh 
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in  the  affirmadve;  to  which  finding  an  exceptioii  is 
Msen,  oft  the  ground  that  the  owner  of  an  equitable 
estate  in  these  copyholds  cannot  devise  the  tame.  The 
language  of  the  exception,  indeed,  is,  that  he  has  nol^ 
by  the  costom  of  the  manor,  the  power  of  derising  the 
copyhold  premises;  bat  that  is  not  the  question  referred 
by  the  decree^  or  upon  which  the  Master  has  come  to 
his  finding. 

The  reference  appears  to  be  such  as  to  nuse  a  sd& 
evident  proposition ;  for  it  assumes  that  there  may  be 
an  equitable  interest  in  these  copyholds ;  and  if  there 
may,  how  can  it  be  that  the  owner  has  not  the  power  of 
devising  it?  The  Master  states  many  instances  of  trusts 
declared  of  these  copyholds,  some  of  which  have  been 
entered  upon  the  caurt*rolIs  by  the  person  for  whose 
life  the  grant  is  taken,  and  others,  where  such  persons 
have  given  bonds  declaring  such  trusts^  and  it  is  not 
disputed  that,  during  the  life  of  the  grantee^  he  is  ab* 
solute  owner  of  the  estate,  and  may  dispose  of  it 
without  consulting  the  life  in  remainder;  and  many 
iofltances  are  mentioned  of  such  equitable  interest  being 
devisedt  Is  it,  dien,  to  be  said,  that  there  can  be  no 
resulting  trust  in  this  manoTi  and  that,  if  A*  purchase  in 
the  name  of  B^  and  pay  the  purcbase*money,  the  pto^ 
perty  shall  belong  to  iB,,  and  not  to  A,,  for  that  must 
be  the  proposition  ?  And  it  seems  to  have  been  sup*- 
posed  that  this  b  a  question  of  custom,  whereas  this  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  custom  any  more  than  other 
resulting  trusts  have  to  do  with  the  tenure  or  nAturq  of 
the  estate* 

In  Dyer  v.  Ihfcr  (a),  a  question  arose  upon  a  similar 
custom,  but  no  claim  was  made  by  the  person  named 

by 
(a)  a  Cve,  93. 
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by  virtue  of  the  custom ;  but,  being  a  bob,  be  claimed       ISS4^ 

the  copyholds  as  an  advancement.  In  Smilh  v.  Bak^r  {a\ 

a  similar  plaim  was  made;  and  Lord  Hardmcke  de<- 

cidedy  that  the  person  named  as  the  next  Ufey  accord** 

ing  to  the  custom,  by  the  purchaser  of  a  copjdiiold 

for  lives,  was  a  trustee  for  the  purchaser,,  and  that 

his  interest  passed  by  his  will.     In  the  case  of  Edward$ 

V.  Fidel  {b\  the  late  Master  of  the   Rolls  considers 

this  as  a  question  of  custom,    and    says   It   was    a 

reasonable  custom,  and  prevented  disputes.     I  cannot 

agree  that  this  is  a  question  of  custom  at  all,  or  that,  if 

it  were,  it  would  be  reasonable.   So  to  consider  it  would 

be  contrary  to  the  principles  of  resulting  trusts,  and 

ivould  be  inconsistent  with  what  was  decided  in  SmUh  v. 

BakcTj  and  assumed  in  Dyer  v.  Dyer.     I  am  clearly  of 

opinion  that  the  exception  must  be  overruled,  and  that 

the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  decree  she  asks,  eitcept 

that  the  Defendant  is  not  to  be  called  upon  to  surrender 

as  prayed. 

The  Plaintiff  is  entided  to  the  costs  of  the  suit 

(a)  1  Aik.  585.  {b)  3  Mod.  337. 


Hh  2 
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Jan.  13, 14, 
15.  21. 

Where  an 
expectant 
Iieir,  under 
|)ecuniary 
pressure. 


KING  V.  HAMLET. 


npHE  PlaintiflP  was  the  eldest  son  and  heir  apparent  of 

Lord  Viscount  Lorton^  and,  nnder  a  settlement  dated 

(he  17th  of  July  1827,  for  resettling  the  femily  estates  in 

Ireland^  and  to  which  Lord  Lortoft  and  the  Plaintiff 

iuortgaget  bis  .^i^ere  parties,  the  latter  became  entitled,  for  the  joint 
reversionary 
interest  to 
obtain  an  ad« 
vance  of 
money  or 
credit  for  a 
purchase  of 
goods,  and 
the  party  in 
present  pos- 
session of  Uie 
property  so 
mortgaged 
stands  in  ioco 
parentis  to 


lives  of  his  father  and  himself,  to  an  annuity  of  800/. 
charged  upon  the  settled  estates,  and  also  to  the  same 
estates  in  remainder  for  his  own  life  expectant  upon  the 
death  of  Lord  Lortm.  The  Defendant,  in  the  year  1 828, 
and  for  many  years  previously,  carried  on  the  business  of 
a  jeweller  and  silversmith  in  Princes  Street^  Westminster. 


In  the  month  of  April  1828,  the  Plaintifl^  having 
become  greatly  embarrassed,  caused  applications  to  be 
such  heir,  and  made  on  his  behalf  with  a  view  to  procure  from  the 
approves'of  Defendant  a  loan  of  money  (to  the  amount,  as  was  at 
the  trans-  first  proposed,  of  5000/.)  on  the  security  of  his  interest 
heir  has  no  ^"  ^^^  settled  estates.  Eventually  the  Defendant  de- 
equity  to  have  cHned  to  advance  any  money :  but  he  stated  that  he  had 
no  objection  to  sell  to  the  Plaintiff  a  quantity  of  plate 
and  jewellery,  to  the  amount  of  the  proposed  loan,  pro- 
vided satisiisictory  security  could  be  given  for  the  price. 
Accordingly,  the  further  negotiations  proceeded  upon  that 
footing,  and  it  was  agreed  that  shop  goods  to  the  value 
of  8000/.  should  be  purchased  by  the  Plaintiff  of  the 

De- 


it  afterwards 
resrinded. 

Where  an 
expectant 
heir^  who, 
under  pe- 
cuniary pres- 
sure, has 
granted  se- 
curities over 
his  rever- 


sionary estate, 

subsequently  allows  the  consideration  given  for  the  securities  to  be  so  dealt  with 
that  it  can  never  be  restored  to  the  other  party  in  its  original  condition,  he  will  not 
be  relieved  aeainst  those  securities  unless  he  can  shew  a  continuance  of  the  pressure 
comnelling  bun  to  act  as  he  did. 

Where  goods  are  sold  to  a  person  in  distressed  circumstances  by  a  tradesman 
who  knows  they  are  bought  merely  with  a  view  to  raise  money  by  selling  them 
again,  and  they  are  charged  at  fair  and  reasonable  prices,  the  Court  will  not  inter- 
fere to  relieve  the  purchaser,  or  set  aside  securities  given  for  the  price. 
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Defendant ;  and  Mr.  Neaiandj  who  acted  throughout  the 
transaction  as  the  Defendant's  agent  and  solicitor,  applied 
for  and  obtained  from  Mr.  Ford^  who  ncted  in  the  same 
capacity  for  the  Plaintiff,  an  abstract  of  the  Plaintiff's  , 
title  to  the  Lish  estates  over  which  the  proposed  ^ecuTity 
was  to  be  given.  Before  the  transaction  could  be  com- 
pleted, the  Plaintiff,  under  the  pressure  of  pecuniary 
difficulties,  disposed  of  the  whole  of  his  interest  in  the 
annuity  of  8002.,  the  only  property  in  which  he  bad  an  ^ 
interest  in  possession.  When  this  fact  was  conunanicated 
to  Newlandf  and  through  him  to  Mr.  HandH^  the  treaty 
was  not  broken  off,  but  it  became  necessary  that  Newland, 
who  had  instructions  for  preparing  the  proper  mortgage 
deed,  should  alter  the  draft  by  striking  out  the  clause 
purporting  to  assign  the  annuity,  and  reducing  the  in- 
strument to  a  mere  conveyance  of  the  Plaintiff's  rever- 
sionary life-interest  in  the  settled  estates. 

On  the  28th  of  October  1828,  the  Plaintiff,  who  was 
then  about  twenty-four  years  of  age,  went  by  appoint*- 
ment,  in  company  with  his  solicitor,  Fard,  to  the  Defend- 
ant's shop  in  Prince's  Street^  for  the  purpose  of  selecting 
goods  to  the  amount  of  8000/.  and  executing  the  pro- 
posed mortgage.  He  was  there  met  by  Newland^  who 
brought  with  him  the  mortgage  deed,  and  also  other 
securities,  consisting  of  two  warrants  of  attorney  for 
confessing  judgments  in  England  and  Ireland  for  16,000J>9 
and  a  promissory  note  for  8000/.  The  Plaintiff  on  that 
occasion  executed  and  signed  the  mortgage-deed  and 
the  other  securities ;  and  various  articles  of  plate  and 
jewellery,  including  a  great  number  of  trinkets  and  per- 
sonal ornaments,  were  at  the  same  time  selected  or  set 
apart  by  him  and  Ford  out  of  the  Defendant's  stock,  the 
shop  prices  of  which  amounted  to  7713/.  6s.  6d.;  and 
some  other  articles  of  silver  plate,  to  the  amount  of 
276/.  1  Ss*  6d,  were  also  directed  to  be  made  or  procured^ 
in  order  to  make  up  the  remainder  of  the  sum  of  8000/. 
H  h  3  Among 
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Among  tbe  articles  thus  selected  were  a  dtamoiid  nedk* 
l^ce^  charged  at  1 155/.,  two  other  diamond  necUace$»  at 
509^,  two  pairs  of  diamond  ear-rings,  at  218/.  Bs.^  a 
diamond  comb,  at  241/i,  a  ruby  and  diamond  soile^  at 
267/.,  a  suite  of  pearls,  at  1503/.  lOs.,  four  gold  smi& 
boxes,  at  593/.  Bs.t  eight  gold  chains,  and  three  gM 
watches. 

The  mortgage  deed  bore  date  the  28th  of  Odober 
1828,  and  was  expressed  to  be  made  between  the  P!ain« 
tiff  of  the  one  part,  and  the  Defendant  (described  as  of 
Cavendish  Sguaret  in  the  County  of  MiddkseXf  Esquife) 
of  the  other  part  After  reciting  the  settlement  under 
which  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  life  estate  in  re- 
mainder in  all  the  bmily  estates  in  Ireland^  and  that  tbe 
Plaintiff  had  already  disposed  of  the  whole  of  his  an<* 
nuity  of  800/. ;  that  he  was  justly  and  truly  indebted  to 
the  Defendant  in  the  sum  of  8000/. ;  and  that  it  had  been 
agreed  that  that  sum  and  interest  should  be  secured  by 
a  conveyance  of  the  Plaintiff's  life  estate  in  r^naioder ; 
and  that,  by  way  of  further  security,  two  policies  of  ia« 
suraooe,  for  the  sums  of  5000/.  and  SOOO/.  respectiTclys 
should  be  effected  in  the  name  of  the  Defendant  upon 
the  event  of  the  PUintiff's  surviving  his  fetber ;  and  that 
the  Plaintiff  should  pay  the  annual  premiums  thereupon ; 
-^it  was  witnessed,  that^  in  pursuance  of  such  agreement^ 
and  in  consideration  that  the  Plaintiff  then  stood  well 
and  truly  indebted  to  the  Defendant  in  the  sum  of 
8000/.,  as  the  Plaintiff  did  thereby  acknowledge,  and  of 
tbe  said  sum  did  thereby  admit  the  receipt  and  release 
tbe  Defendant  from  tbe  same,  the  Plaintiff  granted  and 
^nveyed  his  said  Itfe  estate  to  the  Defendant,  subject  to 
redemption  on  payment  of  8000/.  on  the  day  of 

1832,  with  interest  at  5  per  cent  half  yeariy, 
in  the  meantime;  with  a  proviso,  that,  in  default  of  pay* 
ment  of  the  said  principal  and  interest,  or  any  part  of 
the  aame,  it  should  be  lawful  for  tbe  Defendant,  his  ex- 
ecutors, 
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eoatorsi  kc^  of  his  and  their  propet  aiilbority^  without       ^^P%\ 

the  farther  ooncarrence  of  the  Plaintifi^  or  iany  other     ^T^^^. 

penoD^  and  at  any  time  thereafter,  to  make  sale  and  w "' 

absolHtely  dispoae  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  lands,  tener.     ^^^n] 

medtS)  atid  hereditamenti»  comprised  in  the  mortgage  i 

and,  further,  that  the  Defendant  should  have  authority, 

without  the  Plaintiff's  ooneurrence^  to  grant  leases,  and 

also  to  receive  the  rents  of  the  estates  until  sale  madei 

and)  oat  of  the  monies  which  should  come  to  his  h^odsi 

to  pay  himaelf  all  expenses  attending  the  execution  of 

the  powers  thereby  given»  and  all  sums  to  be  paid  bf 

him  for  the  premiums  on  the  policie^i  not  exceedii^j 

SOOOL  and  interest  thereon,  and  then  the  800(M.  and 

all  arrears  of  interest;  and  the  Defendant  covenanted 

not  to  sell  or  enter  into  possession  until  after  three 

months  notice  in  writing,  demanding  payment  from  the 

HaiatiS 

The  usual  receipt  for  8000/.  consideralioo  money  wd4 
indorsed  upon  the  mortgage  deed,  which  took  no  notice 
of  the  promissory  note  or  warrants  of  attorney,  or  the 
judgments  intended  to  be  entered  up  thereon.  The 
promissory  note  was  for  8000/.,  payable  on  demand,  and 
expressed  to  be  for  value  received^  as  per  bill,  for  goods 
sold;  and  judgment  was  entered  up  in  Ireland  on  the 
warrant  of  attorney  executed  for  that  purpose, 

.  The  ar&Ies  of  plate  and  jewellery  before  mentioned 
cotetituted  the  sole  consideration  for  the  mor^ag^  and 
other  securities;  and  they  were  not  delivered  to  the 
Plaintiff  till  nearly  a  month  after  the  securities  had  been 
executed,  and  not  till  Newland  had  obtained  payment 
from  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor  of  a  sum  of  400/4  for  hia 
costs  and  commission  in  the  transaction. 

Very  shortly  afterwards,  an  advance  of  2500L  w«|s 

procured  far  the  PUuntiff,  through  the  agency  of  Fard^ 

H  h  4  from 
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199^1  .  fiom  Mr.  AoMis,  the  micdoQeeri  on  a  bffl  of  ede  of  the 
goods*  While  the  goods  were  in  the  huds  of  Mr. 
Uobins^  add  early  in  the  year  ld39>  the  trmsaodoD  camo 
to  the  knowledge  of  sonieof  the  Plabdff's  friends;  aod» 
in  consequence  of  an  agreement  or  understanding,  that^ 
in  the  event  of  Mr.  Hamlet  consenting  to  give  vcp  hia 
bargain,  some  of  them  would  come  fimRard  9mA  radeea 
the  property  from  Bobim^  an  application  was  made 
through  Mr.  Bridges^  who  was  the  scdicitor  of  the  Plain* 
tiff's  father,  Lord  Lorton^  and  who  also  acted  in  this 
business  as  the  solicitor  of  the  Plaint^  himself,  with  a 
view  to  induce  the  Defendant  to  give  up  the  securities 
and  take  back  the  goods;  and,  on  the  Defendant  de* 
dining  the  proposal,  the  Piainti£^  on  the  SOth  oi  January 
1829,  filed  a  bill  praying  that  the  mortgage  deed,  and 
the  other  securities  taken  for  the  8000/.,  might  be  de- 
livered up  to  be  cancelled,  and  that  the  Defendant  might 
be  restrained  from  any  legal  proceedings  in  r^pect  of 
the  said  sum  or  securides,  and  from  disposing  of  the 
said  deed  and  securities,  and  the  interest  thereby  con- 
veyed ;  the  Plaintiff  offering  to  return  the  goods,  and  in 
the  meantime  to  deposit  them  in  Court. 

Notwithstanding  the  offer  thus  made^  the  goods  in 
question  were  never  redeemed;  on  the  contrary,  they 
were  su0ered  to  remain  for  some  time  in  the  hands  of 
Mr.  Robins^  by  whom,  in  the  month  of  March  1829,  they 
were  put  up  to  sale  by  auction,  among  a  great  variety 
of  other  articles  of  a  similar  description ;  the  Plaintiff's 
purchase  forming  only  74^  lots  out  of  a  total  of  584,  of 
whidi  the  sale  catalogue  consisted.  They  produced  on 
the  sale  the  sum  of  3482/.  or  thereabouts,  of  which, 
after  deducting  the  auctioneer's  commission  and  other 
charges,  and  the  price  of  a  few  of  the  articles  which 
were  bought  at  the  sale  by  the  Plaintiff  himself,  a  sum 
little  exceeding  5000/.  remained  available  for  the  Plain- 
tiff's benefit.    Of  this  sum,  2500/.  were  retained  by  Mr. 

Robins 
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Bobins  in  satbfiustion  of  his  previous  advance,  aiid  the 
balance,  araiMMitiog  to  S2BL  lOf.  di2.,  was  paid  into-tb^ 
hands  of  the  solicitor,  Mn  Bridges^  by  whom  it  was  ap^ 
plied,  togedier  with  other  monies  advanced  by  Lord  Lor*- 
iOHi  in  the  diaefaarge  of  private  debts  contracted  by  tb^ 
Plaintiff.  To  the  bill  of  Janmty  ia^9,  the  Defendant 
appeared  and  put  in  his  answer;  but  the  suit  was  pro^ 
secuted  no  further,  and  it  was  afterwards,  on  the  De- 
fendant's application,  dismissed  with  costs. 

Tlie  Pluntiff  remained  without  any  present  property 
or  income  till  the  month  of  December  1829,  wh^,  ift 
consequence  of  his  marriage,  which  took  place  at  that 
time,  a  suitable  provision  was  made  for  him. 

On  the  26tb  of  Jufy  1880,  the  Plaintiff  filed  the 
present  bill  against  Mr.  Handet^  praying  that  the  De- 
fendant might  be  ordered  to  deliver  up  the  mortgage 
deed  and  other  securities  to  be  cancelled,  and,  if  neces- 
sary, mi^t  execute  A  reconveyance  and  enter  up  satis- 
faction on  the  judgments,  on  being  paid  the  amount 
which  the  Plaintiff  had  received  on  the  sale  of  the 
goodsj  with  interest,  or  on  such  other  terms  as  the 
Court  might  think  fit;  and  that  the  Defendant  might  be 
restrained  from  taking  any  proceedings  against  the  Plain- 
tiff or  his  estate,  in  respect  of  the  said  sum  of  8000f.,  or 
the  interest  thereof,  or  any  security  for  the  same. 

The  Defendant,  by  his  answer,  among  other  things^ 
stated,  that  he  had  been  informed  and  believed  that  the 
Plaintiff,  by  hb  then  solicitor,  Ford^  and  also  by  one 
James  FerraU,  Esq.,  whom  the  answer  alleged  to  be  in 
the  confidence  of  Lord  Lorton,  and  to  have  acted  in  the 
negotiation  with  his  Lordship's  privity  and  approbation, 
applied,  in  April  1828,  to  Newland;  when  jPord  requested 
Newland  to  ask  the  Defendant  to  supply  the  Plaintiff 
with  money  and  shop  goods,  to  the  total  amount  of 

8000/., 
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1^54.  800tf.»  on  ImtiDg  (bat  nuuh  ^ith  interost)  Mcurad  M 
the  Pbmtiff's  ammiiy  or  rotersionary  iatemt,  and  bj 
an  influranee  on  his  life ;  that  when  thk  applkatioit  wai 
commanicatad  to  the  Defendant  soon  afterwaids^  the 
Defendant  statedi  that»  unless  Lord  Zxwikm  were  privf  to 
itft  he  would  not  comply  with  the  application ;  bat  tha^ 
if  his  Lordship  did  not  disapprove  of  it,  and  the  pro* 
posed  security  appeared  satisfectory,  he  woald  entertain 
the  proposal,  although  he  did  not  promise  to  advance 
money;  that  the  Defendant's  reply  was  (as  he  had  been 
ittfermed  and  believed )  subsequently  conmmnicaicd  to 
Lord  LortOH  through  his  confidential  friend,  Mn  Rr^ 
rattf  and  that  FerraU  thereupon  iafermed  Newbmi^  and 
authorised  him  to  state  to  the  Defendant  that  Lord 
Lorton  did  not  disapprove  of  the  transaction ;  that  the 
Defendant  accordingly  consebted  to  supply  the  Plabtiff 
with  shop  goods  to  the  amount  of  8000L  in  price  on 
the  proposed  terms,  and  gave  authority  to  Neniand  to 
act  as  his  solicitor  in  oompledng  the  transaction.  Tlie 
answer  further  stated,  that,  after  NemUmd  had  recrivcd 
such  authority,  and  while  the  transaction  was  in  pro* 
gress,  it  was  discovered  that  the  Plaintiff  had  otherwise 
disposed  of  his  annuity  of  800/«,  and  had  thereby  re- 
duced the  proposed  security  to  his  reversionary  life 
estate  with  an  insurance  on  his  life ;  that  Lord  LmUm^ 
as  the  Defendant  believed,  was  made  acquainted  with 
that  circumstance,  and  was  desirous,  notwithstanding, 
that  the  transaction  should  be  carried  into  effect ;  that, 
early  in  September  1828,  Mr.  Serjeant  Lefiny^  oF  the 
Irish  bar,  and  his  son,  Mr.  Anikony  Lefny^  Lord  Lor^ 
twis  son-in-law,  had,  on  his  Lordship's  behalf,  an  inters 
view  with  Newiand,  in  the  course  of  which  the  nature  of 
the  business,  and  of  the  intended  security,  as  well  as 
the  form  of  the  draft  mortgage,  was  fully  and  correctly 
stated  and  explained  to  them;  that  those  gentlemen 
expressed  themselves  perfectly  satisfied  with  the  whole 
transaction ;  and  that  Mr.  Serjeant  Le/hn/  then  stated 

lis 
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bis  toteotion  of  advitiiig  Lord  LorUm  to  redeem  the  Ja3«f 
aecari^  proposed  to  be  gWen  to  the  Deftodant  Tba 
Defendant,  by  his  answer,  further  stated,  that  the  tmns- 
actioD  was  an  actaal  and  ban&JSde  sale;  and  be  denied 
that  it  vms  in  the  nature  of  a  laan»  or  that  the  goods 
isen  eubstitnted  for  money,  or  that,  at  the  date  and 
execution  of  the  mortgage,  he  knew  or  had  reason  to 
believe  that  the  Pkintiff  had  no  occasion  &r  the  goods^ 
or  that  he  did  not  intend  to  keep  or  use  them,  or  that 
his  object  was  to  raise  a  sum  of  money  by  way  of  loon 
by  means  of  such  goods ;  for  the  Defendant  said,  that,  at 
the  time  when  Ford  and  the  Plaintiff  selected  the  goods| 
as  the  Defendant  had  been  informed  by  his  sbopuHint 
and  believed  to  be  true,  they  chose  such  as  would  be 
useful  on  the  marriage  of  the  Plaintjj^  and  frequently 
mentioned  and  referred  to  such  marriage. 

Notice  having  been  given  of  a  motion  for  an  injuno* 
doD,  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  the  PlamUff,  in 
support  of  the  motion,  filed  the  afldavits  of  himsd^ 
Mr.  Serjeant  Lefrcy^  Mr.  Anthony  Lefrorfj  Lord  LortOHf 
and  Fordf  and  the  Defiendant,  in  reply,  filed  the  affi*» 
davits  of  Niwlandj  of  two  of  his  own  shopmen,  of  three 
working  jewellers  (who  swore  that  the  prices  charged 
ibr  the  goods  were  fair  and  usual),  and  of  Mr.  JtoUntf 
with  respect  to  the  sale  of  the  goods.  The  motion  came 
on  to  be  heard  before  the  Vice-chancellor  on  these  affi* 
davits,  and  on  the  Defendant's  answer;  when  his  Honor 
granted  the  injunction,  on  the  terms  of  the  Plaintiff 
paying  into  Court  the  sum  of  SI  SO/.,  being  the  amount 
of  the  net  proceeds  received  by  the  Plaintiff  from  the 
sale,  with  the  addition  of  the  sum  of  400/.  paid  to  the 
Defendant's  solicitor.  The  motion  came  afterwards,  by 
way  of  appeal,  before  the  Lord  Chancellor,  who,  on  the 
25th  of  May  18S1,  affirmed  the  order  with  costs. 

When 
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}fiS4t  Wba  the  cawe.  was  at  iflBo^  evidence  WAS  goM  into 

^^^^     on  both  sides  at  considerable  leegth*     Mr<  Serjeant 

"  a  Lffrat/t  Mr.  Anthony  hefrojf^  Lord  LorUm^  Mr.  Eprdf 

^W^      an  j  ]|^r«  Bridges^  were  examined  as  witnesses  on  the 

part  of  the   Plaintiff.     Mr.   Newland^   and   the  other 

persons  who  had  made  affidavits  against  the  motion,  as 

also  another  of  his  shopmen,  were  examined  on  behalf 

of  the  Defendant. 

Mr.  FerraU  was  not  examined  by  either  party. 

The  principal  points  in  dispute  were,  whether,  in  the 
conduct  of  the  negotiation,  Mr.  FerraU  was  to  be  con- 
sidered as  the  agent  of  Lord  Lorton;  whether  his  Lord- 
ship had  been  apprised  to  any,  and  what,  extent  of  the 
particular  nature  of  the  transaction,  as  a  dealing,  not 
for  money,  but  for  goods;  what  were  the  nature  and 
extent  of  the  communications  made  to  his  Lordship 
upon  this  subject  by  the  Defendant  or  his  agent,  Nem^ 
land:  how  &r  Mr.  Seijeant  Lefrofy  and  his  son  had 
been  informed  of  the  character  of  the  pending  trans- 
action; and  whether  they  had  intervened  in  such  a 
manner  that  Lord  Lorton  was  to  be  affected  by  any 
information  they  received.  Upon  these  points  the 
Plaintiff's  evidence  was  not  consistent  with  that  of  the 
Defendant;  but  Newlandfs  testimony,  in  support  of  the 
case  made  by  the  answer,  was  positive,  and  went  directly 
to  particular  facts;  whereas  the  depositions  of  the 
Messrs^  Lefroy  and  of  Lord  Lorton  rather  tended  to 
impeach  the  truth  of  his  statements  by  inference,  and 
speaking  upon  recollection  and  belief,  than  by  any  direct 
and  decided  contradiction  or  denial. 

The  general  result  of  the  evidence  is  stated  and 
summed  up  in  the  Lord  Chancellor's  judgments 

The 
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'  TheJlttm^V'Oeneral^  SBr  B.  Sugdgfij  and  Mr.  J.  B.       tM4k 
P4Wiy,  for  the  PlaiutiE  ^^kST^ 

The  evidence  distinctly  proves    that  the  transaction      HxitLxIt^. 
originated  in  a  treaty  for  a  loan.     It  was  not  the  case 
of  a  sale  of  goods  in  the  regular  course  of  business,  but 
an  advance  of  goods  in  lieu  of  money,  with  a  view  to 
supply  the  Plaintiff's  necessities,  and  to  enable  the  De- 
fendant, under  the  mask  of  trading,  to  make  a  loan  at' 
an  exorbitant  rate  of  interest,  at  a  moment  when  the 
borrower's  necessities  had  placed  him  at  the  lender's 
mercy.    The  particular  character  of  the  articles  selected 
must  have  satisfied  the  Defendant  that  an  advance  of 
cash,  and  not  a  purchase  of  goods,  was  really  the  Plain- 
tiff's object.     The  purchase   comprised  many  articles 
of  the  same  kind ;  for  instance,  three  diamond  neck- 
laces ;  a  diamond  and  ruby  necklace,  and  a  pearl  neck* 
lace,  the  price  of  tlie  latter  alone  exceeding   1500f. 
Could  Mr.  Hamlet  possibly  imagine  that  the  Plaintiff 
mortgaged  his  reversfonary  interest,  effected  large  in- 
surances on  his  life,  and  gave  warrants  of  attorney  for 
both  England  and  Ireland^  so  that  neither  his  person 
nor  his  property  could  escape ;  and  that,  too,  at  a  time 
when  he  was  estranged  from  his  family,  and  had,  to  the 
Defendant's  knowledge,  disposed  of  his  only  present  re- 
source, the  annuity  secured  upon  the  family  estates  — 
could  be  imagine  that  the  Plaintiff  entered  into  liabilities 
like  these,  in  order  to   become  the  possessor  of  such 
useless  baubles  as  diamond,  ruby,  and  pearl  necklaces  ? 
He  must  have  known  well  that  the  Plaintiff  took  them 
only^as  a  means  of  obtaining  a  supply  of  money.     Most 
of  these  costly  trinkets  were  chosen  by  the  Plaintiff's 
agent,  Mr.  Fordj  who,  it  appears  from  his  own  evidence^ 
was  anxious,  in  making  the  selection,  to  avoid  jewel- 
leiy,  and  to  confine  himself  to  plate,  as  being  a  more 
saleable  commodity.   To  this,  however,  the  same  witness 
swears  that  the  Defendant  and  his  shopman  objected,  in- 
sisting 
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»i^94l  mttog  tliat  the  artides  should  be  takn  praportiooately 
out  of  the  generml  stock.  The  goods  were  kept  beck 
undelivered  lor  nearly  a  mondi^  till  the  deeds  were 
neutered  and  the  bill  of  the  Defendant's  attorney 
paid,  —  a  singular  mode  of  treating  a  ready-monqr 
oostomer  for  8000L  worth  of  jewellery;  for  the  seco- 
rkies  bore  interest  from  the  date;  aad»  as  against  the 
Piaintiff^  therefore,  the  whole  was  a  ready-money  trans* 
action.  The  subsequent  history  of  the  pUte  and  jewel- 
lery may  be  easily  conjectured :  from  the  Defendanf a 
shop  they  were  sent  to  the  office  of.  the  Plaintiff's  at- 
torney ;  Mid  from  his  office  they  soon  found  their  way 
to  the  auction-room,  where  they  were  brought  to  the 
hammer  with  a  quantity  of  other  goods  of  a  similar  de- 
scriptioo,  and  disposed  of  by  a  forced  sale  at  so  enormoos 
a  sacrifice  that  the  PUintiff  would  have  been  mucb 
move  merdfuUy  dealt  with  had  the  Defendant  at  once 
deducted  50  per  cent,  from  the  8000/.,  the  amount  of 
the  proposed  loan,  and  taken  a  security  for  the  fuU  sum. 
Wher%  as  in  the  present  case,  the  tradesman  must  know 
that  the  sale  effected  in  his  shop  is  only  nominal,  and 
that  the  goods  are  purchased,  not  for  the  purposes  of 
trade^  or  for  use  and  enjoyment,  but  to  be  instantly  re- 
sold, in  a  very  different  market^  merely  to  raise  a  sum  of 
money,  equity  relieves  against  such  colourable  sale: 
it  treats  the  transaction  as  a  loan  having  an  usurious 
tendencyit  &nd  as  a  catching  bargain;  and,  therefore,  in 
ildministering  relief,  it  allows  the  vendor  no  more  than 
the  sum  realised  by  the  sale  in  the  market  to  which  h^ 
knew  the  property  was  destined:  JVaJkr  v.  DaU{fi)j 
Barker  v.  Vansommer.  {b) 

The  Plaintiff  was  an  expectant  heir;  and  with  reference 
to  hb  title  to  relief  in  that  character,  it  is  per&cdy  im- 
material whether  he  was  of  mature  years,  or  only  just 

turned 

(a)  1  Ch,  Co.  276.  S.  C.  1  Dick.  8.  ifi)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  149. 
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taraad  of  twenty^oae ;  Wisemam  v.  B^ake.  (a)  Nowi  «]>• 
tfaoagh  ao  expectant  heir  may  mortgage  hia  expo€taBeie» 
&ir  a  hmi  Jidt  adraoce  of  money,  he  canaot  borrow 
moaey  in  the  shape  of  goods,  and  then  ghre  a  mortgago 
on  bis  reversionary  property  for  the  price.  A  sal*  by  aa 
expectant  heir  of  hb  ferersion^  ont  and  out,  at  an  nndec 
ndue,  cannot  be  sopportod:  Davis  v.  Dukt  qf  Mnd^ 
liorough.(b)  A  mortgage  is  a  partial  sale^  and  may 
operate  as  a  total  alienation;  it  must,  therefore,  be 
governed  by  the  same  principles.  This  is  simply  an 
attempt  to  evade  the  rule,  and  to  secure  to  &e  Defend* 
ant  30  or  40  per  cent  beyond  the  principal  which  be  acN 
toally  parted  witk.  Mr.  Hawkt  was  well  aware  that  the 
Plaintiff  was  a  young  unmarried  man  of  estravagaml 
habits,  and  that  he  was  not  living  ui^er  his  fatfaer'a 
control ;  he  knew,  too^  that,  while  the  negotiatioii  was  in 
progress,  the  Plaintiff,  under  die  pressure  of  ncoesBity^ 
had  been  forced  to  dispose  of  the  whole  of  his  aanulty,. 
and  was,  tlierefore,  entirely  destitute  of  any  prcsenH 
means  of  subsistence.  The  transaction  originated  in  a 
proposal  for  a  loan  of  5000^.  in  cash,  and  when  that  pffo« 
posal  was  rejected,  the  treaty  proceeded  on  the  footing 
of  an  advance  of  goods,  and  the  increase  in  the  nominal 
amount  was  made  in  the  delusive  hope  that  the  addi« 
tional  value  of  the  goods  tidcen  might  cover  any  lose 
upon  the  re-sale,  so  that  5000/.  in  money  might  stiU  be 
realised.  The  produce  to  the  Plaintiff,  however^  waa 
barely  3000/.  No  allowance  was  made  to  him  for  ready 
money,  although  the  price  was  to  bear  interest  from  the 
cky  of  the  alleged  sale. 

As  the  transaction  could  not  bear  the  li^t,  every 

artifice  was  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  dia^uisiog  its 

real  character.    The  mortgage  describes  the  Defendant, 

not 

(a)  S  Vern.  131,  Mr.  Swmtm  hss  colleoftsd  all 

ib)  2  SwMn.  108. :  see  particu-     the  authorities 
hrly  p.  159.  and  the  note,  where 
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1834.  not  as  a  jeweller  in  Princes  Street^  but  as  an  Esquire  of 
Cavendish  Squares  it  states,  not  a  dealing  for  good%  but 
a  debt  from  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendant  of  8000A ;  it 
makes  the  Plaintiff,  in  the  body  of  the  instrument, 
acknowledge  the  receipt  of  the  money ;  and  a  receipt  is 
2X90  mdorsed  on  it  and  signed  by  the  Plaintiff  which, 
contrary  to  the  truth,  represents  the  money  as  being 
then  paid  down. 

The  utmost  advantage  was  taken  of  the  Plaintiff's 
distresses,  not  only,  by  the  substitution  of  jewellery  for 
money,  and  by  the  retention  of  the  goods  till  the  de- 
mand of  the  Defendant's  attorney  for  his  costs  and  com- 
mission had  been  satisfied,  but  also  by  the  oppressive 
nature  of  the  securities.  Powers  of  leasing  and  selling 
the  Plaintiff's  reversion  in  the  family  estates,  in  de&olt 
of  payment  oF  even  half  a  year's  interest ;  policies  of  in* 
surance  for  80002. ;  warrants  of  attorney  for  entering  up 
judgments  in  England  and  Ireland;  a  judgment  actually 
entered  up  in  Ireland i  a  promissory  note  for  8000/.,  pay- 
able on  demand,  although  by  the  deed  three  years'  credit 
was  given — all  sufficiently  attest  the  grinding,  rapacious 
character  of  the  transaction,  and  the  abject  and  miser- 
able state  of  thraldom  to  which  the  Plaintiff's  necessities 
had  reduced  him.  Against  such  a  transaction,  carried 
on  and  completed  under  such  circumstances,  surely  it 
is  not  too  much  to  ask  a  court  of  equity  to  relieve. 

Even  supposing  that  the  Plaintiff's  father  (which,  how- 
ever, is  not  the  fact)  had  been  apprised  of  the  true  nature  of 
the  dealing,  that  would  be  no  reason  why  all  relief  should 
be  denied  to  the  Plaintiff.  The  fiither^s  knowledge 
cannot  destroy  the  equity  of  the  son.  Where  the  dealing 
takes  place  behind  the  back  of  the  father,  the  pre- 
sumption is  perhaps  more  unEsivourable  to  the  lender, 
and  an  additional  reason  may  exist  why,  on  the  ground 
of  public  policy,  the  Court  should  interpose ;  but  the 

equity 
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equity  unquestionably  belongs  to  the  heir,  for  whose  .1834- 
protection  it  has  been  established,  and  who,  in  one  view 
indeed,  might  be  peculiarly  exposed  to  fraud  and  op- 
pression, were  the  person  in  actual  possession  of  the 
estate  a  concurring  or  colluding  party  in  the  trans- 
action by  which  the  reversion  was  encumbered.  As- 
suming that  Lord  Lorton  was  desirous  to  acquire  a 
power  over  his  son's  reversionary  estate;  and  that,  there- 
fore, he  privately  encouraged  the  Defendant  in  furnish^ 
ing  the  goods  on  a  mortgage  of  that  estate  in  order 
afterwards  to  obtain  an  assignment  of  the  mortgage,  the 
Plaintiff  knew  nothing  of  his  father's  views  or  inter- 
ference; and  such  interference  cannot  defeat  his  own 
right  to  be  relieved  against  the  imposition  and  oppression 
of  which  he  has  been  made  the  victim.  In  point  of  iact. 
Lord  Lorton  never  did  know  that  goods,  and  not  money, 
were  to  be  the  Consideration  for  the  securities;  and 
when  the  whole  transaction  was  disclosed,  his  offer  of 
assistance  to  his  son  was  only  made  upon  condition  that 
the  Defendant  would  take  back  the  goods;  and  that 
Mr.  Hamlet  refused  to  do. 

The  sale  of  the  goods  by  the  Plaintiff^  however  it 
may  modify  the  remedy  to  be  given,  cannot  deprive  him 
of  his  title  to  relief.  Notwithstanding  the  sale,  the 
Court  is  still  able  to  administer  a  fair  and  sadsfactory 
measure  of  relief;  for  the  prime  cost  and  the  sale  price, 
(the  latter  including  the  manufacturer's  and  shop  profit 
of  the  goods,)  and  also  the  value  upon  a  sale  by  auction, 
and  the  charges  attending  such  a  sale,  are  all  distinctly 
in  evidence.  The  Defendant  himself  rendered  the  sale 
unavoidable,  by  refusing  to  receive  back  the  goods 
and  rescind  the  contract.  There  are  no  circumstances 
to  warrant  the  conclusion,  that  the  pressure  of  the 
Plaintiff's  necessities  ceased  from  the  time  when  he 
made  the  proposal  to  return  the  goods.  So  far  from 
it,   the  evidence  proves  that  the  Plaintiff  continued 

Vol.  IL  I  i  wholly 
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wholly  destitute  of  any  present  income  until  December 
1829;  audi  further,  that  the  offer  of  assistance  from 
his  friends  to  enable  him  to  redeem  the  goods  was 
,  conditional,  and  depended  on  the  Defendant  acceding 
to  the  proposal  to  take  them  back*  The  Defendant's 
refusal  to  comply  left  the  Plaintiff  no  alternative  but  to 
.  sell.  And  if  the  qualified  offer,  made  by  Lord  Lorton 
and  rejected,  is  to  deprive  the  Plaintiff  of  his  equitable 
title  to  relief,  parents  will  in  future  be  deterred  from 
lending  assistance,  in  like  cases,  to  their  sons,  lest,  in 
the  event  of  its  proving  ineffectual,  their  interference  be 
used  as  an  argument  for  upholding  the  very  transaction 
which  it  was  their  object  to  avoid. 

Mr.  Pejn/Sj  Mr.  Knight^  and  Mr.  Shtarty  for  the  De- 
fendant. 

The  contract  sought  to  be  impeached  was  perfectly 
fair  and  honest ;  the  Plaintiff  entered  into  it  with  his 
eyes  open,  and  under  the  advice  and  assistance  of  skilful 
professional  men;  he  was  quite  competent,  both  by 
his  years  and  his  knowledge  of  the  world,  to  engage  in 
such  a  transaction,  and  having  once  knowingly  and  de- 
liberately given  his  consent  to  it,  he  cannot  now  be 
permitted  to  repudiate  it. 

His  father,  Liord  Lorton^  moreover,  who  was  tenant 
for  life  in  possession  of  the  very  estates  on  which  the 
securities  were  to  be  given,  was  privy  to  the  whole,  ne- 
gociation,  and  thoroughly  acquainted  with  its  nature. 
The  negociation  was,  in  fact,  communicated  to  his  Lord- 
.  ship  by  the  express  desire  of  the  Defendant,  who,  until  it 
had  received  his  Lordship's  sanction,  refused  to  allow 
the  treaty  to  proceed.  These  are  circumstances  which 
essentially  distinguish  this  from  every  case  where  relidP 
has  been  administered  to  expectant  heirs  in  respect  of 
their  dealings  with  reversionary  interests,  and  which 
would  render  the  interposition  of  the  Court  in  favour 

of 
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of  the  Plaintiff  the  very  reverse  of  equitable  or  just  In  1684. 
no  one  of  the  numerous  authorities  on  this  head  has 
the  parent,  or  other  person  standing  in  a  similar  relation 
and  enjoying  the  estate  in  possession,  been,  as  here,  a 
concurring  or  colluding  party  with  the  reversioner  who 
seeks  to  be  relieved  against  the  consequences  of  his  own 
acts;  acts  originating  in  the  pressure  of  extreme  dis- 
tress, and  in  general  studiously  concealed  from  the 
knowledge  of  the  person  in  present  possession.  The 
reasons  of  public  policy  which  have  led  courts  of  equity, 
from  a  very  early  period,  to  interpose  for  the  protection 
of  expectant  heirs  in  their  transactions  with  money 
lenders,  have  no  application  in  the  present  instance. 
The  encouragement  afforded  by  such  transactions  to  the 
improvidence  of  youth,  the  destruction  of  parental  in« 
fluence  and  control,  the  unfair  advantage  which  the  lender 
may  take  of  the  distress  and  inexperience  of  the  bor- 
rower— these,  and  similar  considerations,  never  can  arise 
where  the  person  in  actual  possession  of  the  property, 
the  reversionary  interest  in  which  is  the  subject  of  the 
dealing,  stands  in  loco  parentis  to  the  reversioner,  and  is 
himself  privy  to  the  transaction,  and  does  not  disap- 
prove of  it. 

The  evidence  shews,  beyond  the  possibility  of  con- 
tradiction, that  the  prices  charged  for  the  different 
articles  were  the  ordinary  shop  prices,  such  as  were 
charged  to  other  customers,  and  that  the  goods  were 
freely  selected  by  the  Plaintiff  and  his  agent  at  their 
own  discretion.  Upon  this  point  the  testimony  of  the 
Plaintiff's  witness  and  agent,  Ford^  is  distinctly  con- 
tradicted by  several  of  the  Defendant's  shopmen,  who 
positively  swear  that  no  restriction  whatever  was  placed 
on  the  purchaser  and  his  agent  with  respect  either  to 
the  nature  or  the  prices  of  the  goods  to  be  taken,  but 
that  they  were  left  at  perfect  liberty  to  select  such 
articles  as  they  pleased;  and  further,  that  while  they 
lid  were 
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l#^       were  oocopied  in  the  selection,  the  Defendant,  although 
^^J^^T^     be;  ocGasionallj  passed  through  the  shop,  in  no  way 
attempted  to  interfere  with  them. 


^AHUK. 


It  has  never  yet  been  decided,  and  the  Court  will 
90t  now  decide,  that  where  a  tradesman  sells  shop 
goods,  knowing  them  to  be  purchased  solely  wilh  a 
view  to  an  immediate  resale  for  the  purpose  of  raising 
money,  the  bargain  will  be  set  aside  in  equity,  provided 
the  prices  charged  are  the  ordinary  and  reasonable 
prices;  far  less  is  it  the  rule  that  such  a  transaction  will 
be  avoided  on  the  terms  of  the  purchaser  paying  over  to 
the  tradesman  the  money  realized  upon  the  resale. 
Barker  v.  Vansomtner  depended  upon  a  totally  diflereot 
principle;  the  circumstances  of  the  dealing  in  that  case, 
having  caused  the  Court  to  regard  it  as  a  mere  cloak 
for  an  usurious  loan. 

The  PlainUff,  by  his  subsequent  conduct  in  pledging 
the  goods  with  Sobins,  in  permitting  them  to  be  sold  off 
by  auction  at  a  forced  sale,  in  himself  becoming  the 
purchaser  of  some  of  them  at  the  auction,  and  in  suflfer- 
ing  his  former  suit  in  this  Court  to  be  dismissed  for 
want  of  prosecution,  has  rendered  it  impossible  that 
matters  should  ever  be  restored  to  their  original  situa- 
tion, and  has  wholly  precluded  himself,  therefore,  even 
supposing  he  bad  any  equity  at  first,  from  now  asserting 
a  tide  to  e()uitable  relief. 

The  Attomof-Generaly  in  reply. 


Jam  ai«  The  Lord  Chancellor. 

If  the  question  which  was  before  the  Vlce-ChaDcellor, 
and  afterwards  upon  appeal  in  this  Court  in  1831,  on 
the  motion  for  Uie  injunction,  be  now  reconsidered, 

with 
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with  the  additional  evidence  derived  from  the  ^tpo^  ,  i^84i 
sitions  in  the  cans^  it  wUl  still  appear  that  the  injiine- 
tion  was  rightly  granted  upon  the  facts  theii  disclosed, ' 
and  that  the  case,  in  several  material  respects,  stands  at 
the  hearing  in  a  different  position.  Both  his  Honor 
and  myself  then  considered  that  there  iras  no  proof  of 
Lord  Lotian^s  privity  to  the  transaction;  Aiat  the 
bahince  of  probability  was  against  Mr.  Hennkt  having 
made  any  eflfectual  communication  to  his  Lordship,  or 
those  acting  on  his  behalf;  and,  that  as  the  proceedings^ 
on  the  bill  first  filed  by  Mr.  King^  that  of  1829,  eoald> 
not  be  effectually  prosecuted  in  consequence  of  his'dis* 
tressed  circumstances,  his  abandoning  the  sui^  instead 
of  obtaining  back  the  goods  from  Mr.  Robins^  and 
keeping  them  till  he  should,  by  means  of  the  suit,t 
compel  Mr.  Hawiet  to  .receive  them,  was  safficiently 
accounted  for. 

All  these  things  stand  very  diflerendy  now  upon  the 
evidence ;  and  it  may  be  added,  that  there  is  also  som6 
addidon  to  the  proof  of  adequate  valiie.  Upon  this 
last  point,  however,  I  place  the  less  reliance,  because 
the  other  grounds  appear  sufficient  to  dbpose  t^  iStitt 
question. 

Two  propositions  I  take  to  be  incontestable  as  appli*' 
cable  to  the  doctrines  of  this  Court  upon  the  subject  of 
an  expectant  heir  dealing  with  his  expectancy,  and  as 
governing  more  especially  the  present  question.  First, 
that  the  extraordinary  protection  giveA  in  the  general 
case  must  be  withdrawn,  if  it  shall  appear  that  the 
transaction  was  known  to  the  father  or  othtr  person 
standing  in  loco  parentis — the  .person,  .for  e^Lample^ 
fi*om  whom  the  spes  successionis  was  entertained,  or  after 
whom  the  reversionary  interest  was  to  become  Tested  in 
possession  —  even  although  such  parent  or  other  person 
took  no  active  part  in  the  negotiation,  provided  the 

I  i  S  trans- 
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l€Si.  tnuaaadion  was  not  opposed  by  him,  and  so  carried 
tlirough  in  spite  of  him.  Secondly,  that  if  the  heir  flies 
off  from  the  transaction,  and  becomes  opposed  to  him 
with  whom  he  has  been  dealing,  and  repudiates  the 
whole  bargain,  he  must  not,  in  any  respect,  act  upon  it 
so  as  to  alter  the  situation  of  the  odier  party,  or  his 
property;  at  least,  that  if  he  does  so,  the  proof  lies 
upon  him  of  shewing  that  he  did  so  under  the  con- 
tinuing pressure  of  the  same  distress  which  gave  rise  to 
the  original  dealing.  Still  more  fatal  to  his  claim  of 
relief  will  it  be,  if  the  &ther,  or  person  in  loco  parentis 
shall  be  found  to  have  concurred  in  this  adoption  f 
the  repudiated  contract  Either  of  these  propositions 
would  be  decisive  of  the  present  question,  if  they  are 
wdtt  founded  in  law,  and  if  the  facts  allow  of  their  appli- 
cation to  it  I  shall  examine  each  of  them  in  both 
respects. 

The  whole  doctrine  with  respect  to  an  expectant  heir, 
assumes  that  the  one  party  is  defenceless,  and  exposed, 
unprotected,  to  the  demands  of  the  other,  under  the 
pressure  of  necessity.  It  would  be  monstrous  to  treat 
the  contracts  of  a  person  of  mature  age  as  the  acts  of  an 
in&nt,  when  his  parent  was  aware  of  his  proceedings, 
and  did  nothing  to  prevent  them.  The  parent  might 
thus  lie  by  and  suffer  his  son  to  obtain  the  assistance 
which  he  ought  himself  to  have  rendered;  and  then 
only  stand  forward  to  aid  him  in  rescinding  engage- 
ments which  he  had  allowed  him  to  make  and  to  profit 
by.  If  all  the  cases  be  examined  from  the  time  of  Lord 
Nottingkam  downwards,  no  trace  will  be  found  in  any 
one  of  them  of  the  bther's  or  other  ancestor's  privity : 
on  the  contrary,  wherever  tlie  subject  is  touched  upon, 
his  ignorance  is  always  assumed  as  part  of  the  case; 
and  its  being  so  seldom  mentioned  either  way  shews 
clearly  that  the  privity  of  the  father  or  ancestor  never 
was  contemplated.    It  is,  however,  several  times  adverted 

to 
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to  in  a  manner  demonstratiTe  of  the  principle.    In  CdU       18S4. 
V.  Gibbons  {a\  the  groond  of  thk  whole  equity  ia  aaid  to     ^  wW 
be  the  policy  of  the  law  to  prevent  the  brir  being  seduced  ^'^   vl 
from  a  dependence  upon  the  ancestor,  who  probably      HA^ttsv. 
would  have  relieved  him.     In  the  same  spirit  Lord 
Camper^  in  Tooisleton  v.  Grifiih  (6),  had  befiote  stated 
as  one  effect  of  the  law,  its  tendeni^,  by  catting  off 
relief  at  the  hands  of  strangers,  to  make  the  heir  disdose 
his  difficulties  at  home.     So  in  T%e  Eari  of  Chesierfidd 
V.  Janssen{e)f  Mr.  Justice  Burnett  treats  sudi  tnui»« 
actions  as  things  done  behind  the  father's  back,  and^  as 
it  were,  a  fraud  upon  him ;  a  view  of  the  sabject  also 
adopted  by  Lord  Hardwicke^  in  the  same  caae»(i2)    It  is 
as  well  to  mention  these  cases,  i)ecaiise  there  has  beea 
no  decision  upon  the  point ;  but  it  is  quite  a  clear  ane^ 
and  only  new  because  the  fiusts  never  afforded  a  case  for 
decision,  the  proposition  having,  apparently,  never  been 
questioned. 

It  is  now  to  be  considered  what  evidence  there  is  of 
Lord  Lorton  having  been  conusant  of  the  transaelioii  in 
question;  and  here  the  proof  lies  upon  the  Defeddant. 
He  must  satisfy  the  Court  that  there  was  knowledge^ 
but  he  is  not  bound  to  give  direct  and  positive  evidence. 
In  this,  as  in  all  other  cases,  he  may  prove  the  fiicl  by 
circumstances,  which  make  out  a  case  of  such  big^  pro- 
bability  that  the  Court  cannot  avoid  believing  and  aitting 
upon  it.  Moreover,  he  needs  not  prove  that  the  know* 
ledge  extended  to  all  particulars ;  for,  if  the  father  is 
clearly  shewn  to  have  known  that  there  was  ancltaa  im- 
provident dealing  on  foot  —  a  dealbg  which,  from  the 
nature  of  the  thing,  and  the  situation  of  the  par^,  must 
needs  be  improvident— -and  did  not  inquire,  I  .shall 
hold  that  his  ignorance  of  some  of  the  pertaenlavSf  which 

he 
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I8S4.  be  might  have  learned,  had  he  taken  dae  painsi  goes 
finr  nothing.  At  the  very  least,  much  slighter  evidence 
will  b&  sufficient,  in  this  case,  to  fix  him  with  a  know- 
ledge of  the  whole,  than  where  he  was  not  proved 
or  adinilted  to  have  been  at  all  aware  of  what  was 
going  on. 

'  It  ajipears  not  merely  from  the  answer  of  the  Defend- 
aot,  but  from  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  that  Mr.  Hamlei 
comnumioated,  through  Ills  agent  'ilLv.  NcTslandj  to 
persons,  whom  he  believed  to  be  Lord  LorUnit  agents, 
the  whole  particulars  of  the  transaction.  This,  however, 
goes  for  very  little,  except  as  shewing  that  he  acted  with 
good  fiiith  and  is  entitled  to  credit,  when  he  represents 
that  he  refused  to  engage  in  the  dealing  without  the 
father's*  knowledge  and  consent.  But  the  evidence  goes 
much  farther.  Mr.  Anthony  Le/roy^  who  is  Lord  Lorton^s 
son-in-law,  and  the  brother-in-law  of  the  Plaintiff,  swears 
that  he  went  to  Mr.  Newlandf  at  the  request,  and  on  the 
behalf  of  Lord  Lotion.  Mr.  Nerdund  swears  to  having 
distinctly  told  him  the  nature  of  the  loan,  and  called  his 
attrition  to  the  great  loss  which  would  be  sustained  by 
a  resale  of  the  goods ;  and  he  adds,  that  Mr.  Anthony 
Lefroy  said,  **  never  mind  the  sacrifice,  so  that  the  estate 
IB  ssveii^'  Now,  this  is  uncontradicted ;  for  Mr.  Anthony 
Lefrmff  who  swears  that  no  such  communication  was  ever 
made  to  him  by  Newtand^  only  speaks  *^  to  the  best  of  his 
now  recollection."  It  would  be  too  much  to  suppose  that 
one  of  these  witnesses  had  perjured  himself  because  the 
otlier  dkl  not  recollect  the  communication,  and  because 
it  may  appear  improbable  that  he  should  have  forgotten 
such  a  disclosure,  upon  which  he  had  made  such  a  re- 
mark. It  must,  therefore,  I  think,  be  taken  to  be  proved 
that  a  near  connection  of  Lord  Lorton^  sent  by  him  to 
attend  a  meeting  upon  this  business  on  his  behalf  was 
informed  by  Mr.  HamteCs  agent  of  the  particulars  of  the 
transaction ;  and  this  is  now  before  the  Court  much  more 

plainly 
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plainly  than  it  was  before,  both  because  the  observation 
made  by  Mr.  Anthony  Lefroy  is  now»  for  the  first  dme» 
in  evidence,  and  also  because  the  important  eurcumstaDoe 
is  now  first  disclosed,  that  he  attended  on  the  pitt  of 
Lord  Lorton^  and  at  his  desire. 

Now,  although  I  consider  this  as  a  fact  of  coander* 
able  weight,  yet  it  might,  by  itself,  be  insuflfeieiit  to 
bring  the  case  within  the  principle;  and  it  wouldy 
besides,  be  open  to  the  remark  that  Newland  did  not  tell 
Serjt.  Lefrqy^  although  he  was  the  person  principally 
sent  to  confer  with  him,  was  the  experienced  man  of 
business,  and  was  by  at  the  time  reading  the  draft.  But 
there  is  another  circumstance  in  the  cause  of  great 
moment  Lord  Lortan  is  examined;  and  be  does- not 
give  an  absolute  and  unqualified  denial  of  all  knowledge 
of  the  loan  being  in  goods.  He  only  svraar^,  in  his 
deposition,  to  his  ignorance,  before  the  execution  of  the 
mortgage,  that  goods  were  in  any  part  the  consider* 
ation  of  that  mortgage;  and  also  that,  ta  the  best  of 
his  recollection,  *<  he  knew  nothing  respectieg  the 
mortgage,  or  its  existence,  before  its  execution*^'  XJpoa 
which  the  remark  is  most  obvious,  that  if  he  did  not^ 
at  that  time,  know  of  the  existence  of  a  mortgage,  be 
could  not,  by  possibility,  have  known  that  gooda  were 
part  of  its  consideration ;  and  that,  therefore^  tbia  negar* 
tive  testimony  amounts  to  nothing,  and  is  quite  con- 
sistent with  his  knowing  that  there  was  a  negotiation  on 
foot  for  a  loan  in  goods;  nay,  it  is  consistciit  with 
Mr.  Anthony  Lefiroy  having  repeated  to  him  the  oon« 
versation  with  Mr.  Neidand^  which  the  former  oaly  says 
he  did  not  repeat,  *<  so  far  as  he  recollects.''  It  may  be 
fiirther  noted,  that  the  interrogatory  to  Lord  Lortan  is 
framed  in  such  a  way  as  to  obtain  from  him  a  restricted 
answer,  confining  him  to  a  negation  of  knowledge,  con- 
nected with  the  mortgage. 

This 
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18S4f.  This  remark  upon  Lord  Lortan*s  deposition  lays  the 

foundation  for  another  upon  the  omission  to  call  FerraMf 
-^a  circumstance  which,  but  for  the  defect  of  that 
deposition,  I  should  have  been  less  disposed  to  press. 
Ferrall^  according  to  Lord  Ijortoris  account,  had  volun- 
teered his  information  that  Mr.  King  **  was  in  the  hands 
of  sharpers."  Upon  this  his  Lordship  saw  him  re- 
peatedly, and  learned  from  him  that  a  transaction  was 
then  going  on  with  Mr.  Handet^  for  the  purpose  of 
raising  money  by  post  obit.  Upon  this  information  his 
Lordship  acted,  sending  the  Lefroys  to  see  Nerdand: 
and  himself  having  an  interview  with  Neaokmd,  in 
consequence  of  what  Ferrall  had  told  him.  Which 
party  ought  to  have  called  Ferrall?  Clearly  not  the 
Defendant;  for  although  the  affidavits  on  the  motion 
gave  no  warning  of  the  great  hostility  of  his  language 
towards  Mr.  Hamlet  and  his  agents,  yet  they  sufficiendy 
shewed  that  he  had  been  acting  as  an  informer  against 
them;  and  as  to  his  being  in  league  with  the  Defendant, 
because  Newland  says  he  had  known  him  before,  I  take 
that  to  be  a  refinement;  for  Nexdand  also  swears  most 
positively,  that  he  came  to  him  on  this  occasion  from 
Burtf  to  ask  about  a  loan  for  a  client  of  Burt  i  that  is, 
for  Mr.  Kingf  who  then  employed  Burt.  I  do  not  con- 
sider, therefore,  that  any  observation  whatever  arises  upon 
the  fact  of  the  Defendant  not  having  examined  Ferrall. 

So,  upon  the  former  occasion,  I  did  not  consider 
that  the  Plaintiff  could  be  made  answerable  for  not  pro- 
ducing an  affidavit  from  him,  because  he  had  no  means 
of  compelling  him  to  make  one.  But  now,  when  he 
might  have  produced  him,  no  explanation  is  given  of 
his  absence.  If,  indeed,  Ferrall  was  not  prepared  to 
deny  the  account  given  by  Netxland  of  what  he  had  said 
toudiing  Lord  Lorton^s  knowledge  of  and  assent  to  the 
whole  transaction,  his  not  being  produced  is  veiy  easily 

under- 
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understood;  and  as  that  was  also  stated  in  Netdand^s  18S4. 
affidavit,  it  seems  strange  that  those  concerned  for  the 
Plaintiff  did  not  inquire  whether  or  not  Ferrdll  would, 
if  examined,  contradict  it.  With  this  observation  I 
leave  the  subject  of  Ferrall  not  being  examined,  by  no 
means  intending  to  treat  him  as  the  witness  of  the  Pliun- 
tifl^  or  as  a  person  whom  the  Plaintiff  was  bound  to  caU ; 
still  less  as  the  agent  of  the  Plaintiff,  or  Lord  Lorton^ 
but  as  Lord  LortorCs  informant,  on  whose  suggestions  he 
had  acted,  and  of  whose  representations  to  Nexdand^  as 
well  as  of  the  importance  of  contradicting  them,  they 
were  fully  aware. 

But  when  the  case  stands  thus  as  to  Lord  Lartaris 
alleged  knowledge  of  the  particular  nature  and  details  of 
the  transaction,  the  loan  by  way  of  goods,  it  becomes 
most  material  to  recollect  that  it  is  clearly  proved  (indeed 
Lord  Lortcn  has  distinctly  admitted)  that  he  knew  all 
the  while  the  general  nature  of  the  dealing — knew  that 
his  son  was  dealing  upon  his  expectancy.  Even  had 
the  case  stopped  here,  it  might  be  contended  that  there 
is  no  instance  of  relief,  where  only  that  degree  of  know- 
ledge was  brought  home  to  the  &ther.  Lord  Lorton 
is  aware  of  what  his  son  is  about;  knows  that  he  is 
mortgaging  his  reversion  in  the  estates  of  which  he  is 
himself  in  possession  as  tenant  for  life,  acts  upon  that 
knowledge,  sends  his  professional  adviser  and  son-in-law 
to  treat  for  an  assignment  to  himself  of  that  very  security 
which  he  is  apprised  is  about  to  be  given  over  that  very 
reversion;  and  in  consequence  of  the  unfortunate  es- 
trangement which  appears  then  to  have  kept  them  apart, 
he  has  no  communication  with  his  son  on  the  subject. 
I  will  not  say  that  this  knowledge  of  itself,  and  in  these 
circumstances,  is  sufficient  to  preclude  the  interference  of 
the  Court,  but  there  is  not  a  similar  case  as  &r  as  I 
know  in  which  the  Court  has  interposed ;  and  assuredly 

this 
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1884.  this  knowledge  was  quite  enough  to  call  for  further  en- 
quiry into  all  the  particulars,  which  the  persons  he  was 
put  in  communication  with  could  have  told  him,  as  they 
swear  they  told  his  8on*in-law ;  nay,  which  his  son,  the 
Plaintiff,  might  have  told  him  through  a  third  person, 
through  the  son-in-law,  the  solicitor,  or  some  other  by 
whose  intervention  the  inquiry  could  have  been  con- 
ducted. Taking  the  whole  circumstances  together,  I 
cannot  say  that  the  evidence  now  before  the  Court  has 
foiled  to  fix  Lord  Lorton  with  the  knowledge  of  the  loan, 
and  the  manner  in  which  the  money  or  rather  the 
money's  worth  was  advanced;  and  I  therefore  think 
that  the  case  comes  within  the  first  of  the  two  propositions 
which  were  stated. 

That  the  second  of  these  propositions  is  undeniable  in 
law,  and  is  applicable  to  the  facts  of  the  case,  appears 
equally  clear.  The  whole  ground  of  the  doctrine  is  the 
pressure  upon  the  heir,  or  the  distress  of  the  party 
dealing  with  his  expectancies.  While  he  continues 
under  that  pressure,  the  law  (as  Lord  Thurlaw  said  in 
'  Gwynne  v.  Heaton  (a) ),  treats  him  as  an  idfant  But  the 
infancy  is  determined  when  the  pressure  is  removed. 
The  protection  which  Sir  WiUiam  Grant  well  describes 
in  Peacock  v.  E?oans{b\  as  approaching  nearly  to  in- 
capacity of  contracting,  must  cease  when  the  exigency 
of  the  case  is  at  an  end.  When  the  expectant  heir  has 
himself  thrown  off  the  trammels  which  necessity  had 
imposed  on  him,  or  rather  had  induced  him  to  fetter 
himself  withal,  and  has  placed  himself  in  an  adverse 
attitude  towards  the  other  party  of  whom  he  had  become 
really  independent,  he  must  no  longer  be  treated  dif- 
ferently from  other  persons;  from  the  rule  to  which  all 
are  subject  he  cannot  be  exempt,  the  rule  which  forbids 

a  party 
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a  party  to  repudiate  a  dealing  of  which  he  voluntarily  1&M» 
and  freely  is  availing  himself.  Last  of  all  shall  he  be 
permitted  to  use,  for  his  own  benefit^  or  which  is  the 
same  thing,  to  make  away  with,  or  in  any  manner  place 
out  of  his  reach,  for  his  present  benefit,  the  property  of 
another ;  and  then  to  repudiate  the  contract  by  which 
that  property  came  into  his  possession.  To  hold  that 
he  was  entitled  to  do  this,  after  the  pressure  of  his  cir* 
cumstances  had  been  removed,  and  merely  because  he 
owed  the  possession  originally  to  the  pressure  of  former 
difficulties,  would  be  an  extravagant  stretch  of  the  doo* 
trines  of  this  Court.  Let  us  then  look  to  the  (acts  of 
the  case,  and  see  whether  the  Plaintiff  was  in  circum* 
stances  of  continuing  pressure  at  the  time  when  he 
•placed  the  Defendant's  goods  beyond  his  reach.  It 
must  plainly  be  a  very  strong  case  to  justify  the  Court  in 
holding,  that  after  he  gave  the  Defendant  notice  to  take 
back  the  goods  he  had  a  right  to  sell  them ;  and  now  has 
a  right  to  pay,  not  the  price  at  which  he  took  them,  but 
that  which  they  fetched  at  his  own  sale  of  them.  Still 
less  can  this  be  allowed,  if  the  father  shall  appear  to  have, 
before  that  time,  become  a  party  to  the  proceeding* 

Upon  this  part  of  the  case  some  important  evidence 
is  now  supplied,  which  was  not  in  the  oase  before.  It 
appears  that  Mr.  Bridges  was  Lord  Larion*s  solicitor, 
at  least  as  early  as  the  years  1829  and  1830;  that,  in 
January  1829,  he  was  employed  by  both  Lord  Lorton 
and  the  Plaintiff,  but  it  plainly  appears  that  he  was 
principally  employed  by  the  father,  to  make  an  applica- 
tion to  Mr.  Hamlet  to  take  back  his  goods,  and  deliver 
up 'the  securities;  and  Mr.  Bridges  distinctly  swears, 
that  if  Mr.  Hamlet  would  have  done  so,  ^^  he  believes 
that  Lord  Lorton  would  have  enabled  his  son  to  make 
good  the  offer,"  that  is,  return  the  goods,  which,  of 
course,  could  only  have  been  effected  by  satisfying  Mr. 

Bobin^s 
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1884«  Bobinis  lien  for  25002.  advanced  upon  them.  Can  it 
then  be  said  that  the  pressure  was  continued  upon  Mr. 
King  ?  Is  it  not  clear  that  his  fiither  had  come  to  his 
rescue^  and  that  he  was  in  a  condition,  with  such  as- 
sistance^ to  have  returned  Mr.  HamUts  proper^?  But^ 
upon  the  latter  refusmg^  a  bill  was  filed,  proceeding 
upon  the  footing  of  the  offer,  that  is  to  have  the  securities 
given  up  on  re-delivery  of  the  goods.  Then  the  goods 
should  have  been  kept  forthcoming  with  a  view  to  this 
suit;  and  the  course  for  Mr.  King  to  have  taken,  now 
that  he  had  his  father's  assistance,  was  to  repay  Mr. 
Bobins^s  advances,  which  his  Lordship  was  ready  to  do 
had  Mr.  Hamlet  been  willing  to  receive  the  goods,  and 
to  keq>  possession  of  those  goods  till  the  suit  which  he, 
or  at  any  rate  his  son  in  concert  with  himself,  had  com- 
menced should  be  determined. 

Instead  of  this,  however,  they  suffer  Mr.  Robins  to 
sell  the  goods:  in  other  words,  they  take  the  benefit 
of  the  loan  of  goods  obtained  from  Mr.  Hamlet^  and 
which  had  enabled  Mr.  King  to  effect  a  loan  of  money 
with  Mr.  EobinSf  and  they  prefer  the  accommodation 
of  continuing  that  loan  from  Mr.  Robins  to  paying 
it  ofl^  and  thereby  keeping  Mr.  Handefs  goods  ready 
to  deliver  as  soon  as  they  should  prove  their  title  to 
be  relieved  against  that  transaction  by  means  of  which 
the  goods  had  been  obtained.  It  is  true  that  Mr» 
Bridges  applied  to  Mr.  Bobinsy  by  Lord  Lorton^% 
desire,  after  the  first  bill  was  filed,  to  postpone  the 
sale  for  a  short  time,  in  the  hope  that  Mr.  Hamlet 
might  be  induced  to  make  an  arrangement  for  taking 
the  goods  back.  But  he  applied  in  vain.  And  why  ? 
The  reason  is  not  given;  but  it  is  as  plain  as  if  it 
were  stated  in  so  many  words :  the  application  was  not 
accompanied  with  a  tender  of  the  money  which  Mr. 
Bobins  had  advanced.    And  why  was  it  not?    That 

reason 
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reason  is  equally  plain,  though  it  tck>  is  not  given :  it  l684j 
was  because  the  parties  preferred  letting  the  sale  take 
place  to  repaying  the  money;  unless  by  means  of  such  a 
repayment  they  could  make  sure  of  getting  Mr.  Hamlet 
to  give  up  the  securities  and  take  back  hb  plate  and 
trinkets;  in  other  words,  they  deemed  it  more  con- 
venient to  continue  the  accommodation  of  the  loan  from 
Mr.  BobinSf  which  the  goods  had  enabled  them  to  nego* 
tiate,  than  to  repay  that  loan  and  have  Mr.  Hamlets 
goods  to  re-deliver  when  this  Court  should  decide  that 
he  must  take  them.  They  had  a  right  to  do  so ;  but 
having  elected  to  use  that  right,  it  followed  that  their 
first  bill  was  dismissed ;  and  it  equally  follows  that  they 
never  can  reconstruct  their  whole  case  to  make  it  suit 
the  extraordinary  position  in  which  they  have  volun- 
tarily placed  it 

It  is  by  their  voluntarily  departing  with  those*  goods^ 
that  is,  under  no  pressure  whatever,  using  them  to 
continue  a  loan  which  the  possession  of  the  goods  had 
at  first  enabled  them  to  contract,  instead  of  paying  it  ofi^ 
that  they  are  not  now  in  a  situation  to  require  that.the 
transaction  shall  be  rescinded,  and  each  party  placed  in 
his  former  predicament;  or  to  ask  any  thing  of  the 
Court  but  a  restoration  of  what  they  gave  Mr.  Hamlet 
in  return  for  giving  up  to  him,  not  what  they  got  from 
him,  but  what  his  goods  fetched  at  their  own  sale,  retain- 
ing all  the  accommodation  they  had  from  Mr.  Bobim  by 
the  use  of  them.  To  countenance  this  demand  would  be 
neither  law,  nor  any  thing  like  law ;  neither  equity,  noi^ 
any  thing  like  equity.  The  circumstance  of  the  balance 
which  remained  after  the  sale  (528/.  and  a  fraction) 
being  paid  over  to  Mr.  Bridgesj  and  carried  to  Lord 
Ijortcri^  account,  is  of  no  great  consequence.  It  only 
mixes  Lord  Lorton  somewhat  more  with  the  proceedings 
in  1829.   Mr.  Bridges  states  that  his  Lordship  in  reality 

received 


484  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

18S4.  leoemd  none  of  it,  as  it  vent  to  pay  debts  of  his  son 
for  which  his  Liordship  was  not  answerable.  Doubtless, 
httwe^er,  it  was  so  applied  with  his  permission,  after 
having  been  carried  to  his  credit;  and,  therefore,  he 
teeeived  and  used  the  balance,  however  kind  and 
praiseworthy  may  have  been  the  purpose  to  which  he 
devoted  it. 

I  have  said  nothing  as  to  the  evidence  of  value^  whidi 
is  in  some  respects  stronger  than  upon  the  motion,  be- 
cause litde  appears  to  turn  upon  that.  There  never 
has  been  any  reasonable  doubt  that  the  price  put  upon 
the  goods  was  that  which  all  persons  were  charged  in« 
diflerently  who  purchased  at  the  Defendant's  shop,  and 
that  the  Defendant  was  lending  what  to  him  would  have 
been  worth  SOOOt.  to  sell,  and  that  the  benefit  he  gained 
by  the  transaction  was  the  certain  market  for  all  this 
amount  of  wares,  and  avoiding  the  risk  of  some  at  least 
standing  over  till  their  price  fell.  But  certainly,  if  it 
was  material,  the  proof  of  the  prices  being  fairly  charged 
in  the  valuation  at  which  the  advance  was  made  has 
been  strengthened  since  the  motion,  by  the  Plaintiff 
producing  no  evidence  against  that  of  the  Defendant's 
shopmen  and  other  yaluers,  and  by  the  circumstance  of 
Mr.  J&'ff^  himself  having  bought  some  SOL  or  40/.  worth 
of  them  at  the  sale,  which,  consequently,  he  could  have 
had  examined  by  his  own  valuers,  and  shewn  to  be 
worth  less  than  they  were  charged  to  him  by  Mr. 
HamlePt  ticketted  prices,  if  such  had  been  the  case. 

I  shall  say  a  word  upon  Barker  v.  Vansommer{a\  a 
strong  case,  one  should  perhaps  say,  if  it  were  n;ierely 
upon  the  subject  of  expectant  heir.  If  it  had  tamed 
upon  that,  it  would  have  been  clearly  distinguishable 

from 
(a)  1  Bro,  a  C.  149. 
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from  ibis  case,  by  baving  neither  of  the  two  peculiarities 
which  I  have  been  considering.  Bat  the  decisicm,  in 
that  case,  plainly  did  not  at  all  depend  upon  Mr.  Barker 
being  an  expectant  heir ;  and  he  could  not  be  said  to  be 
dealing  with  his  expectancy.  His  being  a  young  man 
in  want  of  .money,  is  only  adverted  to  as  one  circum- 
stance going  to  make  out  the  case  of  loan,  and  to 
negative  the  contention  that  it  was  a  sale  of  goods. 
But  the  whole  turned  upon  the  transaction  being  a  loan 
at  usurious  interest,  the  transfer  of  goods  being  a  shift 
•or  cloak  for  usury.  Not  a  word  is  said,  in  the  course 
of  the  argument,  of  dealing  with  reversions,  nor  is  a 
single  case  cited  of  the  many  belonging  to  that  head  of 
relief.  Upon  the  whole  of  the  circumstances,  the  Court 
thought  it  was  a  loan  at  usurious  interest,  and  treated 
it  as  such,  ordering  the  securities  to  be  delivered  up  on 
payment  of  what  they  fetched,  after  directing  an  inquiry 
as  to  the  circumstances  of  the  sale. 

The  present  case  has  not  been  put  upon  usury,  and 
it  is  plain  it  cannot  stand  merely  upon  that  ground^ 
for  tliough  there  may  be  loan,  there  is  not  suflScient 
proof  of  the  high  rate  of  interest.  A  person,  not  in  the 
situation  of  expectant  heir,  may,  with  his  ejres  open,  as 
here,  obtain  a  quantity  of  goods  from  another,  provided 
he  takes  them  at  the  shop  price,  as  every  other  perapn, 
as  all  ordinary  customers,  would  do.  His  ol:iject  in  ob- 
taining them  being  to  sell  again,  and  the  tradesman 
knowing  that  to  be  his  object,  are  not  circumstance 
which  can  of  themselves  make  the  transaction  usury. 

These  are  questions  of  fact,  and  any  circumstances 
altered  or  added  may  change  the  complexion  of  the 
transaction.     That  the  party  takes  the  goods  in  a  shop  , 
by  choice  among  the  goods  exposed  to  all  customers, 
and  at  shop  prices,  is  a  very  material  fact,  and  gready 

Vol.  II.  K  k  differs 
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IMik  difiers  thb  fitMB  a  private  bargain  on  die  foot  of  a  waive 
imposed  on  tlM  goods  bj  the  seller  or  lender.  It  tends 
to  diew  that,  whatever  use  the  borrower  or  bajcr  is  to 
make  of  the  good%  and  whatever  kas  he  may  snstain  by 
the  resak  which  such  use  requires  him  to  make^  the 
lender  or  seUer  gains  only  the  benefit  of  a  market  fMr 
part  of  bis  merchandise,  which  he  might  not  otherwise 
be  able,  so  easily,  and  in  so  large  a  kit,  to  dispose  o£  ft 
is  not  necessarf  to  deckle  diat  these  particnlan^  in  eveiy 
case,  Btid  in  afi  other  cncnmstances,  will  prevent  the 
transaction  fiom  being  held  a  cover  for  usury,  as  the  pur- 
chase of  Mr.  Barker  was  deemed  to  be.  It  is  enoiq^  to 
say,  that  they  diflbr  this  case  finom  his.  Each  case  of  tins 
sort  turns  on  its  own  circumstances.  As  a  rule,  it  can 
only  be  said  that  all  such  dealings  are  in  themselves  su»- 
pfctous^  and  diat  whoever  engages  in  than  runs  risks  not 
incident  to  ordinary  transactions  in  trade,  and  must  hy 
his  account  with  having  the  whole  dreumstanoes  rifted 
in  a  way,  and  by  a  process  of  scrutiny,  from  which  other 
transactions  are  exempt.  The  transaction  of  Mr.  Ham' 
tet  has  been  so  sifled,  and  I  think  it  has  stood  the  test. 

Pbr  the  reatons  which,  in  conrideration  of  the  im- 
portance of  the  question,  and  the  apparent,  but  not  reisl' 
discrepan<7  between  the  present  and  former  decisions, 
I  have  given  at  length,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  bill 
UMisi  be  ^missed,  (a) 

1(40  Thilde^iioiim^wunder  «{)p^ia  thsHoiwepfl^onfa., 
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SANDYS  ».  LONG.*  m«/^ 

March  lU 
*T^HE  Plaintiff  described  himself,  in  his  bill^  as  of  Where  a  De 

-^    CheUenham.    On  behalf  of  |he  Defendant  a  motion  ["biu'X" 
was  made  before  the  Vice-Chancellor,  that  the  Plaintiff  f^^  ^ 
should  give  security  for  costs,  on  an  affidavit  that  the  ndence,  the 
Plaintiff  was  not  residing  at  Cheltenham^  and  bad  not  ^^dwldm^to 
resided  there  for  some  months  previous  to  the  fih'ng  of  nve  lecuri^ 
the  bilL     CoUinsm  y.  Cookson  (a),  James  y.\Tilladam  (6),  '^^  """^ 
and  Bedesdale  on  Pleading  {c)^  were  referred  to.    His 
Honor  granted  the  motion. 

Mr.  Cooper,  in  now  moving  to  discharge  the  order  of 
the  Vice-Chancellor,  while  he  fully  admitted  that  the 
rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Bedesdale  was  correctly  stated^ 
observed,  that  the  two  cases  in  the  Exchequer  were  un« 
opposed,  and  that  the  practice  was  different  in  Chanceiyt 
and  similar  to  the  old  rule  at  law,  where  the  practice 
was  to  plead  in  abatement,  and  that  the  objection  ought, 
in  Chancery,  to  be  made  by  demurrer  or  plea;  and  he 
cited  Bowlaf  v.  Eccles.  {d) 

Mr.  Monro,  coniri. 

As  the  Court,  if  a  plaintiff  had  stated  himself  to  be 
living  abroad,  would  oblige  him  to  give  security  for 
costs,  so,  by  analogy,  it  would  do  so  when  he  misdescribed 
himself.    In  Rowley  v.  Eccles  the  point  was  not  raised. 

The 

(«)  S  FowL  Exeh,  Prac.  511.  (c)  p.  42. 4th  ed. 

(b)  S  Fowl.  Exck.  Prac.  511.         \d)  1  Sim,  4  Stu.  511. 
S.  C.  2  Ami.  5S2. 

*  Ejt  reiatione  Mc  J.  Monro, 
Kk  2 
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1855. 


The  Lord  Chancellor.* 

One  reason  assigned  by  Lord  RedesddU  for  requiring 
a  plaintiff  to  state  the  place  of  his  abode,  is,  that  the 
defendant  may  know  where  to  apply  for  costs.'  A 
Defendant  could  not  demur  or  plead  without  incurring 
considerable  additional  expense,  which  it  would  be  un- 
reasonable to  impose  on  him.  There  does  not  appear 
to  have  been  any  decision  in  this  court  on  the  point; 
but  two  cases  in  the  Exchequer  have  been  cited,  in 
which  that  Court  adopted  the  practice  now  contended 
for  by  the  Defendant.  It  is  said  that  in  those  cases, 
the  orders  were  not  opposed,  but  that  security  was  given 
on  the  first  occasion;  and  that,  on  the  second,  the 
former  decision  was  cited,  and  the  Court,  without  having 
any  opportunity  of  reconsidering  the  point,  adhered  to 
Its  original  determination.  That  practice  has  been 
followed  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  in  the  present  case. 
Before  I  overrule  his  Honor's  decision,  the  Court  ought 
to  be  satisfied  that  it  is  erroneous ;  no  error,  however, 
has  been  pointed  out  to  me,  and  I  think  that,  if  the 
case  had  been  brought  before  me  in  the  first  instance,  I 
should  have  come  to  the  same  conclusion  at  which  his 
Honor  arrived. 


I  must  therefore  dismiss  this  application ;  but,  as  it  is 
a  new  point,  without  costs. 


*  Lord  LyitihKNi, 
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STOCKEN  »,  STOCKEN.  ^         ^   i^^^. 


BecAn.^O^tX. 


nnHIS  case  is  reported,  upon  the  hearing  before  the' 
Vice-Chancellor,  in  4?  Simons^  152,  By  a  typo-  , 
graphical  error  in  that  report,  the  word  ^^  charges  "  has 
been  substituted  for  **  changes  "  in  the  proviso  reserving, 
to  Mr.  Bettesworth  a  power  of  making  a  different  dis- 
position by  his  will. 

The  Plmntiffs  appealed  from  his  Honor's  decree. 

Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  Goodeve^  in  support  of  the  ap- 
peal« 

Mr.  Pepys  and  Mr.  Koe,  contrd. 


The  LoBD  Chancellor  observed,  that  the  objections  j)ee.  si. 
made  to  his  Honor's  decree  were  of  two  kinds,  sonie  of  - 
them  applicable  to  the  substance  of  the  decree,  and 
others  merely  to  its  form.  With  respect  to  the  latter, 
he  felt  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  they  were,  in  his 
.opinion,  untenable.  Upon  the  other  points,  also,  which 
went  to  the  merits,  the  authority  of  Mundy  v.. Earl 
Heme  {a)  appeared  to  be  decidve  in  favour  of  the 
decree ;  but,  before  finally  giving  judgment,  he  should 
take  further  time  to  look  into  and  consider  that  case. 


The  case  was  mentioned  several  times  afterwards,  but 
no  final  judgment  appears  to  have  been  pronounced  on 
the  appeal. 

(a)  4  Bro,  C.  C.  SS4. 
Kk  3 
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RoiM 
1854.  MEACHER  V.  YOUNO. 

If  under  a       TTNDER  tbe  settletneiit  made  tipoi  the  muaUgt^ 
^^^funT  .S«iiOftfu«(gtuAtfM*aM^aiidd^^ 

lu»  been  sum  of  slock  which  was  the  property  of  the  fartttifcd  wMb 

aetUedupon     .  nj  i^i. 

tnist  for  the     ^f^^  transrenred  to  tnncees  upon  trust  fep  the  separate  use 

cbUdren  of      oPthe  wifefor  life^  with  remaiad^,  aftertbe  death  of  the 

toe  marnagei 

attwentj-one»  wife,  to  and  among  the  children  of  the  mafriage  equallyt 

^^  thardll    ^  ^  ^  vested  interest  in  the  case  of  sons  at  tweD^-ooe, 

their  shares      and  in  the  case  of  daughters  at  twenty-one^  or  marriage ; 

able.'the^"     **  and  in  the  meantime^  and  until  such  shares  should 

^*TLi***^*  **•  become  payable,  upon  trust  to  pay  and  apply  the  clear 

mds  their      yearly  interest,  dividends,  and  income  to  arise  therefrom 

maintooance ;  f^^  |^j  towards  the  maintenance  and  education  of  such 

the  father  is 

entitled  to        child  or  children  respectively,  in  proportion  to  their 

r^^^J^^^     respective  shares;"  with  remainder  over  to  the  husband 

that  purpose    for  life,  &C. 
without  re- 
ference to  hu  • 
ovrn  aUlity  to      There  was  issue  of  the  marriage  one  child  only,  the 

them.  infimt  Plaintiff,  in  whose  name,  on  the  death  of  his 

mother,  the  present  bill  was  filed  by  his  next  friend,  to 

have  the  trusts  of  the  settiement  carried  into  effect. 

Mr.  BidcerfUth^  who  appeared  for  the  Plaintil^  sub* 
mitted,  that,  with  respect  to  the  allowance  for  the  infimt^a 
maintenance,  there  ought  to  be  a  reference  to  the  Master 
to  inqiibe  wfaedkar  the  Defeidaot,  the  fiuther  ^  the  in- 
fimt, was  of  ability  to  maintain  his  child. 

Mr.  PembertOH  and  Mr.  PhiUimore,  for  the  fctber, 
contended,  tfiat»  upon  the  prindple  laid  down  in  Mtm^ 
T.  Earl  Hcfwe  (a),  a  principle  recognised  by  Mr.  2fe- 

per 
(a)  4j9ro.C.CsS4.;  and  les  Ofte  v.  Pro^,  S  Fei •  7SU 
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per  (a),  and  recently  acted  upon  by  the  Vice-Chancdlor  IM^. 
in  Siacken  ▼.  Siochen  (6),  such  a  reference  was  unoeoes* 
sary  and  improper.  The  allowance  made  for  the  Biain* 
tenanoe  of  the  iseiie  was. a  stipidatbn  in  the  marriage 
contract,  and  was  to  be  treated,  therefore,  as  part  of  the 
copsideration  for  which  the  husband  coiueoted  to  'giv& 
up  his  mackai  right  over  the  fund,  and  become^  a  party  to 
die  settlement.  The  case  was  the  strong^^  becau^^  the 
whole  income  was  devoted  to  maintenance  during  the 
ooinority  of  the  childtei^  and  no  discretion  as  to  the 
amount  or  mode  of  the  application  was  vested  in  tl;e 
Uuatee. 


Mr*  Wood^  for  the  trustee. 

The  Master  (^  the  Rolls  said  that  this  must  be 
considered  as  a  fund  provided  by  the  father,  inasmuch 
as,  but  for  the  settlement,  he  would '  have  taken  it  by 
virtue  of  his  marital  right.  The  settlement,  however, 
altogether  deprived  him  of  any  personal  benefit  (and  so 
it  was  intended)  so  long  as  there  was  living  issue  of  the 
marriage ;  but  the  proviso,  that  the  issue  should  have 
maintenance  out  of  the  trust-fund  equally  formed  an  in* 
tegral  part  of  the  contract,  and  was  one  of  the  consider* 
ations  which  had  moved  the  husband  to  join  as  a  party 
in  the  settlement  He  therefore  had  a  right  to  have  it 
stricdy  enforced  in  his  own  favour,  without  reference 
to  the  question  of  his  ability. 


By  the  decree  it  was  declared  that  the  Defendant 
E.  A.  Meacher  was  entitled  to  be  paid  so  mudi  of  the 
dividends  of  the  trust  fund  as  was  proper  to  be  allowed 
t&t  the  maintenance  and  education  of  tlie  infant  Flaintiff 
for  the  time  past,  and  for  the  time  to  cocie;  and  it  was 

referred 
<a)  J2op.(mXr^g.To].ii.p.270.         (5)  4  <SSm,  152.  and  p,  4S9. 
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1834. 


referred  to  the  Master  to  consider  and  state  what  woold 
be  a  proper  allowance  for  such  maintenance  and  edti* 
cation  since  the  death  of  the  infant's  mother,  as  also  in 
future  during  his  minority,  &c. 

Reg.  Lib.  1838.  B.  fol.  888. 


Rolls. 

1833. 

Ihc.ie, 

If  property  be 
conveyed  by 
a  debtor  in 
trust  for 
the  benefit  of 
creditors, 
who  are 
neither  par- 
ties nor  priyy 
to  the  deedy 
the  deed 
merely  oper- 
ates as  a 
power  to  the 
trustees  to 
apply  the^ 
property  in 
payment  of 
debts,  and 
such  power  is 
revocable  by 
the  debtor. 

Quare, 
Whether  a 
communica* 
tion  by  the 
trustees  to 
the  creditors 
of  the  fact  of 
such  a  trust 
will  not 
defeat  the 
power  of 
revocation  by 
the  debtor? 


ACTON  V.  WOODGATE. 

T^AJOR  HENRY  WOODGATE  being  embar- 
'*'  rassed  in  his  circumstances,  and  indebted  to  a 
large  amount  to  the  Defendants,  William  Woodgaie  and 
James  Currie^  and  to  many  other  persons,  did,  by  in- 
dentures of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  28di  and  29th 
of  October  1831,  convey  certain  real  estates  to  the  said 
William  Woodgate  and  James  Currie,  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  upon  trust  to  sell  the  same,  and  out  of  the 
produce  to  pay  the  debts  due  to  tliem,  and  all  other 
debts  then  due  from  Major  Woodgate. 

At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  this  conveyance^ 
Major  Woodgate  was  indebted  to  several  persons  on  post 
obit  bonds,  and  also  on  annuity  deeds ;  and  a  doubt  af- 
terwards arising  whether  the  description  in  the  trust-- 
deed of  debts  then  due  from  him  might  not  extend,  con- 
trary to  his  intention,  to  the  post  obit  bonds,  and  to 
future  arrears  of  the  annuities,  he,  by  other  indentures 
of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  29th  and  90th  days  of 
August  18S3,  made  between  himself  of  the  first  part,  the 
jbrmer  trustees  of  the  second  part,  and  certain  creditors 
therein  named  of  the  third  part,  after  reciting  the  former 
deed,  and  the  doubts  that  bad  arisen  with  respect  to  the 
post  obit  bonds,  and  the  arrears  of  annuities,  directed 
that  the  trustees  should  apply  the  produce  of  the  trust 
estates  in  payment  of  their  own  debts,  and  of  all  other 

debts 
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debts  due  firom  him,  Henry  WoodgtUe^  at  the  time  of  the        1883. 
aEecotkm  of  the  first  conveyance,  with  the  exception  of 
ik^fostMt  bonds  and  snbseqoent  arrears  of  annuities. 

The  present  bill  was  filed  by  a  general  creditor 
against  the  trustees  and  Henry  Woodgate^  to  have  car- 
ried, into  execution  the  trusts  of  the  second  conveyance, 
or  of  the  first  conveyance,  if  the  Court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  trusts  of  the  first  conveyance  could  not 
be  varied  by  the  grantor.  The  Defendants^  the  trustees 
in  the  two  conveyances,  by  their  answer  stated  that 
Major  Woodg€Ue  was  then,  and  at  the  time  of  exeoutiqg 
the  first  conveyance,  indebted  to  certain  persons,  whom 
they  named,  on  posi  Mi  bonds,  and  to  certain  other 
persons,  whom  they  also  named,  on  annuity  deeds ;  and 
submitted  to  the  Court  whether  such  several  persons 
oDght  or  ought  not  to  be  made  parties  to  the  suit,  in 
order  to  assert  their  claims  under  the  first  conveyance. 

The  first  conveyance  was  not  communicated  to  any 
creditor  except  the  trustees ;  nor  was  any  otbar.creditor 
party  or  privy  to  it.  The  second  conveyance  was  executed 
by  several  creditors,  who  were  not  privy  to  the  first. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Sidebottom^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

It  is  admitted  that  a  voluntary  grant  cannot  be  revoked, 
if  the  relation  of  cestui  que  trust  and  trustee  is  once  es- 
tablished. The  Court  will  not  execute  a  mere  volun- 
tary agreement;  but  a  deed,  though  voluntary,  if  the 
legal  ^estate  be  effectually  conveyed  by  it,  and  a  trust 
declared,  will  be  executed  by  the  Court  against  the 
trustees  and  the  author  of  the  trust :  Colman  v;  Sar^ 
rd  (tf ),  jBi/iw»  V.  EUison  (6),  Pulvert(fi  v.  Pidvert^.  (<?) 
But  it  may  now  be  considered  as  settled  by  the  autho- 
rities, that  a  trust  deed  for  payment  of  creditors  does 

not 

(a)  1  Vet,  jun.  50.  (*)  6  Fw.  ^$^,  (c)  18  fVf.  84. 
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tSM.  jHt  MteUUh  Ike  rdatkiii  ^eesiuii  qut  tmd  Md  ixmiem 
tMwata  lltt  creditan»  not  paitieB  to  tke  deed»  wad 
ifaa  ttitegj;  aor  k  the  l^gri  eilite  immcaUf  ooii^ 
^yfgj^Bi  bgr  aoch  a  deed.  A  deed  of  diis  kind  is  cod- 
fldewd  as  m  wotan  d«fd  of  amngooMiit  mode  bgr  tbe 
grantor  £»r  his  own  convenioioe^  and  snlytct  to  rmocn* 
tion  or  alteration  at  his  discretion.  WaUvagn  ▼•  CoMs  («) 
decided  that  the  author  of  a  tiust-deed  fer  the  payment 
of  crediton^  to  which  no  creditor  was  a  party  or  pci^f 
night  vary  the  trusts  by  subsequent  deeds  as  he  thought 
fit.  Garrard  ▼.  Lord  Lauderdak{b)' earned  the  prin* 
dple  of  the  decision  in  WaUwyn  t.  Cautts  much  fiurther, 
for  there  the  solicitor  of  the  trustees  and  of  die  author 
•C  the  deed  actually  sent  a  circular  letter  to  the  cr&« 
diton^  informing  them  of  the  nature  of  the  trust-deed, 
and  of  its  execution ;  but  the  Vice-chancellor  held  that 
the  creditors  had  no  right,  notwithstanding  that  circum* 
stance^  to  enforce  the  deed  against  the  repiesentatiTes  of 
the  grantor,  inasmuch  as  they  had  not,  by  signing  and 
sealing,  made  themsdves  parties  to  the  deed.  An  ap- 
'peal  was  brought  from  the  decision  of  the  Vice^Chan- 
ceilor,  and  his  judgment  was  affirmed  by  Lord  Broug^ 
ham.  In  Page  y.  Broom  {c),  a  question  was  raised 
similar  to  that  now  before  the  Court  A  debtor  had, 
by  a  deed-poll,  directed  the  receiver  of  his  estate  to  pay 
the  interest  of  a  particular  mortgage ;  and  it  was  held 
that,  as  the  deed  was  executed  without  the  privity  of 
the  mortgagees,  and  without  consideration  on  their  part, 
it  was  not  bmding  on  the  author  of  it,  and  that  the 
mortgagees  were  not  necessary  parties  to  the  receiver's 
accounts.  It  is  clear,  therefore^  upon  all  the  recent 
authorities,  that  the  creditors  excluded  by  the  provisions 
of  the  second  conveyance  are  not  necessary  parties  to 
the  suit. 

Mu 

(a)  5  Mer.  707.  and  S  S&m.  14.  (c)  4  Ruts.  6. 

H)  5  Sim.  L 
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Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Wigram^  for  the  DefatidaM^  IM«. 
said  the  trustees  had  considered  it  incumbent  upon 
them  to  sohrait  the  question  to  die  Court;  hot  th^ 
were  equally  interested  with  the  Plaintiff  in  centendiag 
that  the  post  obit  bond  and  annuity  ereditors  ooj^  not 
to  be  made  parties  to  the  snit 

ITke  Masrk  cf  tke  Rolls. 

It  is  established  by  the  authorities  which  have  been 
referred  to,  that»  if  a  debtor  conveys  property  In  trust 
for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors  to  whom  the  conveyance 
is  not  communicated,  and  the  creditors  are  not,  in  any 
manner,  privy  to  the  conveyance,  the  deed  merely 
operates  as  a  power  to  the  trustees,  which  is  revocable 
by  the  debtor,  and  has  the  same  effect  as  if  the  debtor 
had  delivered  money  to  an  agent  to  pay  his  creditors, 
and,  before  any  payment  made  by  the  agent,  or  com- 
munication by  him  to  the  creditors,  had  recalled  the 
money  so  delivered. 

In  the  case  of  Garrard  v.  Lord  tauderdaley  it  seems 
to  have  been  considered  that  a  communication  by  the 
trustees  to  creditors  of  the  fact  of  such  a  trust  would  not 
defeat  the  power  of  revocation  by  the  debtors.  It  ap- 
pears to  me,  however,  that  this  doctrine  is  questionable, 
because  the  creditors,  being  aware  of  such  a  trust,  might 
be  thereby  induced  to  a  forbearance  in  respect  of  their 
claims,  which  they  would  not  otherwise  have  exercised. 
In  the  present  case,  no  such  communication  was  made ; 
and  the  creditors  by  post  obit  bond,  and  the  annuitants 
who  were  named  in  the  answer  of  the  trustees,  are  not, 
therefore,  necessary  parties  to  the  suit 


The  trusts  of  the  second  Gonveyance  were  decreed  to 
be  carried  Into  execution* 


4d&  Cases  in  chancery. 

1834*. 


..Bout. 

1834. 
May  5. 


PETRE  V.  ESPINASSE. 


Amanun-  rpHE  Plaintifi;  Philip  WiUiam  Peire,  having  lived 

not  recall  a  improvidently  and  contracted  debts,  retired  from 

^^^"°dES  JSngland  to  Baulognef  where  he  also  contracted  debts ; 

which  he  '  and»  for  some  time  previously  to  the  year  1829,  he  had 

^ebe^fit  f  ^^^^^  confined  in  the  prison  of  that  town,  and  supported 

future  chil-  by  monthly  allowances  remitted  to  him  by  his  brother, 

hTreiievc'^  G^^g^  Petre.     In   March    1829,    George  Pehe  died 

himself  from  intestate;  and  the  Plaintiff,  as  one  of  his  next  of  kin, 

the  convey-  became  entitled  to  one  seventh  part  of  his  brother's  per- 

ance  to  the      gonal  esUte. 
trastee,  under 
which  the 

^^T^r^lSil  ^y  ^^  indenture,  dated  the  4th  of  May  1829,  and 
18  to  be  paid  made  between  the  Plaintiff,  Philip  William  Petre^  of 
discrSion  of  *®  ®"*  P®^^  ^^  *®  Defendant,  Robert  Espinasse^  who 
a  third  person,  was  the  Plaintifi^s  brother-in-law,  of  the  other  part, 
reciting  that  the  Plaintiff,  having  expended  the  whole 
of  his  patrimony,  had,  for  a  considerable  time,  been 
living  chiefly  on  the  bounty  of  his  eldest  brother,  George 
Petre^  who  had  died  a  bachelor,  leaving  Henry  Pelre, 
his  eldest  brother  and  heir  at  law,  and  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  indebted  to  various  persons,  chiefly  resident  in 
France^  and  that  he  was  then  imprisoned  at  Boulogne 
for  debt;  and  also  reciting  that  it  was  uncertain  whether 
George  Petre  had  left  a  will,  or  died  intestate,  but  it 
was  thought  probable,  if  a  will  should  be  found,  that 
some  legacy  or  bequest  would  be  therein  contained  for 
die  benefit  of  the  Plaintiff;  and  if  it  should  prove,  as  it 
was  then  imagined,  that  George  Petre  died  intestate, 
then  the  Plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  a  distributive 
share  of  his  brother's  personal  estate ';  and  fiirther  re- 
citing, that,  with  a  view  to  make  some  provision  for  the 

liquid- 
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liquidation  of  such  of  the  Plaintiff's  debts  as  were  there-* 
inafter  mentioned,  and  to  establish  a  fund  for  the  future 
benefit  of  the  Plaintiff  and  his  children,  in  case  he 
should  marry  and  have  any,  the  Plaintiff  had  deter- 
mined to  vest  absolutely  in  the  Defendant  all  such  part 
of  his  late  brother's  estate  as  he  might  be  entitled  to,  it 
was  witnessed  that  the  Plaintiff  did  assign  to  the  De^ 
fendant,.  Robert  Espinasse,  his  executors,  adminis* 
trators,  and  assigns,  all  his  interest  in  the  property  of 
his  late  brother,  George  Peire,  upon  trust,  if  the  De-* 
fendantt  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  should, 
in  his  or  their  discretion,  think  fit,  but  not  otherwise^ 
upon  the  request  in  writing  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  with' 
the  consent  of  Henry  Petre^  the  eldest  brother  of  the 
Plaintiff  to  pay  in  full  or  in  part  all  or  any  debt  or 
debts  then  due  and  owing  from  the  Plaintiff,  and  to 
lay  out  and  invest  in  the  name  or  names  of  the  Defend-* 
ant,  his  executors,  &a  in  government  or  real  securities,  so 
much  of  the  gross  monies  as  should  remain  after  answer** 
ing  the  purposes  aforesaid,  upon  trust  that  the  Defendant^ 
bis  executors,  &c.,  should,  during  the  life  of  the  Plain- 
tiff) pay  or  apply  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiff  the 
interest  of  the  trust  funds  or  securities,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  Henry  Petre  should  consent  to  being  so 
paid  or  applied,  and  so  that  the  Plaintiff  should  not  in 
any  manner  assign,  charge,  or  incumber  such  interest 
before  the  same  should  actually  become  due;  and  upon 
further  trust,  that,  if  the  Defendant,  his  executors,  &C.5 
should,  with  the  consent  of  Hemy  Petre^  but  not  other-* 
wise,  think  fit,  then  to  pay  or  apply  any  part  of  the 
capital  of  the  said  trust  funds  to  or  for  the  benefit  of 
the  Plaintifi^  at  any  time  or  dmes  during  his  life,  and 
from  and  after  the  decease  of  the  Plaintiff,  it  was  thereby 
agreed  and  declared,  that  the  Defendant,  his  executors, 
&c.,  should  stand  and  be  possessed  of  the  said  trust 
fundS)  or  so  much  thereof  as  should  not  be  applied  ov 

disposed 
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ItML  dbpoMd  t(  midar  the  troitB  th^ranhofcm  dtdaml^ 
upon  tifnt  ftr  all  and  every  the  duldreD  or  cUid  of  tke 
I  meaner  thefein  mentioned;  and,  in  difiiuU 
of  c^dren,  then  for  the  Plaintiil&  Us  exeealDi^  ed- 
midatnitoT%  or  aas'^s;  and  the  deed  gave  to  the 
FlabtUF  a  power  of  levooation  with  the  eoosent  in 
writiqg  of  the  Defendant^  his  executory  ftc^  and  also 
with  the  consent  of  Henry  Pdref  and»  in  case  Hemy 
Petre  should  not  be  living,  with  the  consent  of  other 
persons  therein  named. 

.  The  Defendant,  who  was  a  special  pleader,  having 
procured  this  deed  to  be  prepared  by  a  conveyancer, 
and  engrossec^  at  the  instance  of. the  Plain tiflP's  rehi- 
tionsy  went  over  with  it  to  Boulogne^  where  it  was  exe- 
cuted by  the  Defendant,  after  it  had  been  read  over, 
and  its  contents  explained  to  him.  The  debts  owing 
from  the  Plaintiff  to  creditors  in  France  were  dis- 
charged or  compromised  by  the  Defendant  within  fear 
months  from  the  execution  of  the  deed,  and  the  Plaintiff 
was  thereupon  liberated  from  prison. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  Plaintiff  in  Jugud  1833 ;  it 
aU(^(ed  that  the  Plaintiff  had  been  induced  to  execute 
the  deed  when  he  was  in  prison,  and  without  profes- 
sional assistance;  and  it  prayed  that  the  deed  might  be 
d^vered  up  to  him  that  he  might  put  an  end  to  the 
trusts  thereof  and  that  he  might  be  declared  absolutely 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  trust  funds. 

Sobsequently  to  die  filing  of  die  bill,  die  Plaintiff  in- 
termarried^  at  Bruges^  with  Maria  Theresa  AmMt  and 
a  child  of  the  marriage  was  afterwards  bom,  who  was 
made  a  Defendant  by  a  supplemental  bill.  The  sup- 
plemental bill  charged  that,  before  the  birth  of  the  child, 
the  Plaintiff  had  well  and  effectually  revoked  the  trusts 

of 
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of  die  iodflBtam  of  J6ry  ISM^  bj  a  letl«r  wittoi  $mi       ItMJ 
MBt  to  the  Defendant  by  the  Plaintiff's  adUdlor,  i^ 
qniring  tke  Defendant  to  transfer  tho  tnat  femda  into 
die  name  of  the  PlaintiC 

Mr.  Pi8mb€r(an  and  Mr.  a  Amia^km,  for  Ibe  Fbdntift 

The  circumstances  under  which  this  deed  was  ex- 
ecuted are  sufficient  to  invalidate  it^  even  without  re- 
ference to  the  nature  of  the  instrument  The  Plaintiff 
was  in  prison ;  he  was  destitute  of  professional  assist- 
ance; and  he  was  induced  to  execute  it  upon  a  repre- 
sentation, which  is  imported  into  one  of  the  recitals,  and 
which  is  admitted  to  have  been  erroneous,^  namely,  that 
it  was  a  matter  of  uncertainty  whether  he  was  or  was 
not  absolutely  entitled  to  a  distribudve  share  of  his  de- 
ceased brother's  personal  estate.  A  considerable  period 
had  elapsed  since  the  death  of  the  Plaintiff's  brother ; 
there  was  no  doubt  whatever  that  that  brother  had  died 
intestate,  and  there  was,  consequently,  no  ground  for 
treating  as  doubtful  the  Plaintiff's  right  to  a  seventh 
share  of  the  intestate's  estate,  which  he  is  made  to  dis- 
pose of  by  a  deed  prepared  in  another  oountiy,  and 
without  his  privity  or  consent. 

Supposing  the  Plaintiff  however,  to  have  been  fully 
cognisant  of  the  contents  of  the  instrument,  and  to  have 
acquiesced  in  its  provisions  at  the  time  when  he  executed 
i^  it  is  a  deed  in  its  nature  revocable,  and  the  trusts 
of  which  he  has,  in  fact,  revoked.  It  is  a  deed  of  which ' 
the  primary  and  only  substantial  object  is  to  efiect  an 
arrangement  for  the  payment  of  the  Plaintiff's  debts ; 
and,  if  the  deed  went  no  further  than  the  trust  by  which 
the  grantor  vests  his  property  in  a  trustee  upon  tmst  to 
pay  creditors,  who  are  neither  parties,  nor  privy  to  the 
deed,  it  is  clear,  upon  the  recent  authorities,  that  such 
a  deed  may  be  altered  or  revoked  by  the  grantor:  JfaU- 

Wfn 
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I8S4«  "agfn  v.  C(nai${a)j  Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale  {b)^  Adon 
V.  fVoodgate.(c)  The  only  question  is,  whether  the  trust 
for  the  children  would  give  an  entirely  new  diaracter  to 
an  instrument  which,  as  to  ite  primary  purpose,  is  un- 
doubtedly revocable.  It  will  hardly  be  contended 
that  the  deed  is  liable  to  alteration  or  revocatioa  of 
the  trusts  as  to  one  part,  and  irrevocable  as  to  an» 
other.  The  deed  was  substantially  a  deed  of  arrange- 
ment for  the  satisfaction  of  creditors  who  were  no  parties 
to  it ;  and,  if  revoked,  as  it  was,  in  fact,  revoked  by  the 
PlaintifiT,  before  any  child  came  into  essef  the  subse- 
quent  birth  of  a  child  cannot  deprive  the  Plaintiff  of  a 
right  which  the  nature  of  the  instrument  reserved  to 
him,  and  which  he  had  in  fact  exercised  by  calling 
upon  the  Defendant  to  transfer  the  trust*funds  into  his 
name. 

If  the  deed  be  not  in  its  nature  revocable,  the  restraint 
which  it  imposes  upon  the  Plaintiff's  enjoyment  of  the 
interest  of  the  trust  property  is  contrary  to  law,  inas- 
much as  an  attempt  is  made  to  deprive  property  of  its 
incidents.  Thus,  a  clause  is  introduced,  by  which  it  is 
provided  tliat  the  Plaintiff  shall  not  anticipate  the  in- 
terest of  the  trust  fund,  there  being  no  gift  over  in  case 
he  shall  contravene  the  provision;  a  clause  which  is 
clearly  inoperative:  Graves  v.  Dolphin {d).  Green  v. 
Spicer  {e)j  Piercy  v.  Roberts*  (g) 

Mr.  Bickersteth  and  Mr.  Wilbrahamj  for  the  Defendant 
Espinasse. 

The  Defendant  consented  to  become  the  trustee  under 

Chis  deed  at  the  earnest  solicitation  of  the  nearest  re- 

UtiMs  of  the   Plaintiff;   and   the   Plaintiffs   brother, 

Henry 

(a)  9  Mer*  707.  aod  3  Sim,  14.         (d)  i  Sim,  66. 

{b)  3  Sim,  J .  (e)  i  Buss.  4-  Mj/lne,  395. 

(c)  p.*  492.  supr^.  {g)  1  Mj/ine  ^  Keen,  4. 
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Henry  Petre,  was,  by  the  provisions  of  the  deed,  made 
a  necessary  consenting  party,  at  the  express  desire  of 
the  Defendant,  in  order  that  the  control  to  which  the 
Plaintiff  shoald  be  subjected  in  regard  to  the  enjoyment 
and  disposal  of  the  trust-fund  might  not  be  exdusiyely 
exercised  by  the  Defendant.  It  would  be  the  greatest 
misfortune  that  could  befal  the  Plaintiff  were  he  to  suc- 
ceed in  the. object  of  this  bill,  which  is  to  set  aside  an 
instrument  voluntarily  executed  by  himself;- for  the  pui^ 
pose  of  securing  himself  and  his  family  against  the  con- 
sequences of  his  own  improvidence.  The  law  of  England 
has  not,  indeed,  followed  the  Roman  law  by  placing  im- 
provident persons  under  guardianship ;  but,  if  the  law 
of  this  country  be  not  itself  active  to  prevent  the  con- 
sequences of  improvidence,  it  does  not  prevent  impro- 
vident persons  from  imposing  salutaiy  restraints  upon 
themselves,  and  from  placing  under  the  control  of  others 
that  property  which,  they  are  sensible^  will,  if  left  at  their 
own  disposal,  be  wasted  and  consumed. 

There  is  not  the  least  colour  for  the  allegation  in 
the  bill,  that  an  advantage  was  taken  of  the  situation 
of  the  Plaintiff;  and  the  only  question  is,  whether  the 
Plaintiff  can  come  into  this  Court  to  set  aside  his 
own  deed,  a  deed  framed  and  executed  for  the  most 
meritorious  purposes,  merely  upon  the  ground  that  it 
was  voluntary.  If  the  property. assigned  to  the  trustee 
had  been  real  estate,  and  the  deed  had  consequently 
been  void  against  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consider- 
ation, the  Plaintiff  himself  could  not  come  here  to 
set  it  aside.  This  deed  is  plainly  distinguishable  from 
deeds  vesting  property  in  trustees  for  the  purpose  of 
facilitating  the  payment  of  debts;  for  the  satisGiction 
of  the  Plaintiff's  creditors  was  only  one  of  the  objects 
of  the  deed,  and  there  is  an  express  trust  declared  for 
the  benefit  of  the  children  who  might  afterwards  be 

Vol.  II.  LI  bora 
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18S4.  bora  to  the  Plaintiff.  Eyen  if  the  deed  had  stopped 
short  at  the  trust  for  the  payment  of  creditors,  the 
Plaintiff  could  not  now  succeed  in  an  attempt  to  re- 
Toke  or  vary  a  trust  which  was  carried  into  execution 
long  before  the  filing  of  the  bill.  Still  less  can  he  be 
permitted  to  come  into  a  Court  of  equity  for  the  pur^ 
pose  of  avoiding  an  express  trust  which  he  has  declared 
for  the  benefit  of  his  children:  Ellison  t.  Enuon{a\ 
Putoaiqfi  ▼.  Ptdvaioft.  {b) 

Mr.  Flatker^  for  the  infimt. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

How  fiur  this  trust  deed  might  be  considered  as  void 
against  persons  claiming  under  the  Plaintiff  for  valuable 
consideration,  is  not  now  the  subject  of  inquiry.  It  is 
plain  that  a  person  cannot  himself  recall  a  voluntary 
deed  which  he  has  executed  for  the  benefit  of  his 
children ;  and  I  know  no  reason  why,  for  the  benefit  of 
those  children,  he  may  not  submit  to  the  discretion  of 
a  third  person  the  extent  of  the  enjoyment  of  the 
income  of  his  property.  The  bill,  therefore,  must  be 
dismissed,  and  with  costs. 

(s)  6  Vet.  656.  (3)  18  Vet.  84. 
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BILL  V.  CURETON.  ^^ 

Feb.  SI. 
March  4 

nnHE  Plaintiff,  Maty  BiU^  being  possessed  of  a  sum  An  lingle 

of  1666/,  IS5.  4rf.  3  per  cent,  consols,  was  prevailed  ?^°"?^^* 

upon  to  transfer  the  same  into  the  names  of  the  Defend-  contemplating 

ants  Edward  Curetorij  Henry  Peile,  and  Robert  Barkers  J^f^ajua 

and  she  executed  an  indenture,  dated  the  14th  of  August  of  stock,  to 

1827,  and  made  between  herself  of  the  one  part,  and  5,^utcly^"~ 

the  Defendants  Curetonj  Peilej  and  Barker  of  the  other  entitled,  to 

part,   whereby   it  was  declared   and   agreed  that  the  trust  to  pay 

Defendants  should  stand  and  be  possessed  of  the  sum  of  the  dividends 


to  her  until 
1666/.  IS5.  4t<L  3  per  cent,  consolidated  bank  annuities,  she  should 

then  standing  in  their  names,  and  the  dividends  and  ^ST^h       u^ 

income  thereof,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  dividends  and  riage^upon 

annual  proceeds  thereof  unto  Mary  BiU^  or  otherwise  Se'di^JScIs 

fully  authorise  her  to  receive  the  same  until  she  should  toberseparata 

be  married ;  and  after  she  should  be  married,  in  trust  to  life*  and  after 

pay  the  dividends  and  annual  produce  of  the  said  bank  ^^  decnse 

annuities  into  the  proper  hands  of  Mary  Billf  or  into  same  to  her 

the  hands  of  such  person  or  persons  as  she  should,  by  hJTliS  ot 

any  note  or  writing  under  her  hand,  from  time  to  time  until  his 

(but  not  by  way  of  anticipation)  appoint  to  receive  the  ^  SSlSis 

same  during  her  life,  to  the  intent  that  the  same  might  decease  or 

be  for  her  sole  and  separate  use,  and  might  not  be  in  trust  for' 

subject  to  the  control,  disposition,  or  engagements  of  *r®^u**?i5° 

any  person  or  persons  with  whom  she  might  intermarry;  and  if  no 

and  from  and  after  the  decease  of  Mary  BiU,  in  case  she  p^jJJn^^Jlww 

should  intermarry  and  leave  a  husband  surviving  her,  sons  as  she 

should  by 
»°  deedprwill 
appoint;  and  in  default  of  appointment,  upon  trust  for  ber  next  of  kin.    The 
settlement  is  irrevocable. 

In  a  bill  filed  by  the  settlor  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside  the  settlement,  the 
mortgagee  of  her  interest  under  the  settlement  joined  as  a  co»p]ainti£  He  can* 
obtain  no  relief  in  such  a  suit 

LI  2 
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.2SSS^  in  trust  to  pay  to,  or  otherwise  fully  authorise  and  em- 
power, such  husband  and  his  assignees  to  receive  the 
dividends  and  annual  proceeds  of  the  said  sum  of 
1666/.  135.  4d.  bank  annuities  for  and  during  the  term 
of  his.  natural  life,  or  until  he  should  become  a  bank- 
rupt; and  from  and  after  the  decease  of  such  husband, 
or  from  and  after  the  time  when  he  should  become 
a.  bankrupt,  in  trust  for  all  and  every  the  child  and 
children  of  the  body  of  Mary  Bill  either  by  such  hus- 
band or  any  future  husband  or  husbands,  equally  to 
be  divided  between  and  amongst  them,  share  and  share 
alike,  as  tenants  in  common;  and  if  there  should  be 
but  one  such  child,  then  for  such  only  child,  and  to  be 
transferred  and  assigned  to  such  child  or  children  at 
the  age  of  twenty- one  if  a  son  or  sons,  or  upon  marriage 
if  a  daughter  or  daughters,  in  manner  therein  men- 
tioned; and  upon  further  trust  that  the  Defendants, 
and  the  survivors,  &c  should,  in  the  mean  time,  after 
the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  the  Plaintiff  Mary  Bill, 
and  any  husband  with  whom  she  might  thereafter  inter- 
marry, pay  and  apply  all  or  a  competent  part  of  the 
dividends  and  annual  proceeds  of  the  said  sum  of 
16662.  1S&  4(2.  bank  annuities  for  and  towards  the 
maintenance  and  education  of  the  children  or  child  of 
the  marriage  or  marriages  of  Mary  Bill  with  any  hus- 
band or  husbands;  and  in  case  there  should  be  no  child 
of  the  body  of  the  Plaintiff  Mary  Bill  by  any  husband 
with  whom  she  should  thereafter  intermarry,  then  upon 
trust  for  such  person  or  persons,  and  in  such  shares  and 
proportions  as  Mary  Bill  should,  by  any  deed  or  deeds, 
instrument  or  instruments  in  writing,  to  be  sealed  and 
delivered  by  her  in  the  presence  of  two  or  more  credible 
witnesses,  or  by  her  last  will  and  testament  in  wridng, 
or  any  writing  in  the  nature  of  her  last  will  and  testa- 
ment, to  be  signed  by  her  in  the  presence  of  the  like 
number  of  witnesses,  direct,  limit  or  appoint,  give  or 

bequeath 
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bequeath  the  same;  and  in  deFauIt  of  such  appointment)        1885. 
in  trust  for  such  person  or  persons  who  should  be  the 
next  of  kin  of  Maty  Bill  according  to  the  statute  of 
distributions. 

The  Plaintiff,  having  become  embarrassed  in  her  cir- 
cumstances, in  consequence  of  having  placed  the  stock 
out  of  her  control,  obtained  from  time  to  time  advances 
of  money  from  the  Defendant  Cureton,  amounting  ia 
the  whole  to  175/«,  to  secure  the  payment  of  which  she^ 
by  an  indenture  dated  the  8th  of  Fehruary  1832,  a»> 
signed,  by  way  of  mortgage,  to  CuretoHj  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  all  the  interest  and  divi- 
dends thenceforth  to  accrue  due  in  respect  of  the  sum 
of  1666/.  1 3s.  4i.  S  per  cent  consols,  and  all  her  estate 
and  interest  in  the  same. 

Cureion  afterwards  advanced  to  the  Plaintiff  some 
fiirther  sums,  and,  for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  him- 
self, he  retained  the  whole  of  the  dividends  upon  the 
stock  until  the  Plaintiff's  debt  was  reduced  to  IS2L  lit. 
In  June  1833,  Alborough  Henniket'  paid  off  the  debt  doe 
to  Curetorij  and  advanced  to  the  Plaindff  a  further  sum  tS 
127/.  95.,  taking  an  assignment,  by  way  of  mortgage,  from 
CureUm  and  the  Plaintiff  of  all  their  right  and  interest  in 
the  dividends  of  the  stock,  to  secure  the  repayment  of 
the  280/.  advanced  by  him,  with  interest  at  5  per  cent 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Mary  BiU  and  Alborough 
Henniker  against  the  trustees  of  the  deed  of  August 
1827 ;  it  alleged  that  the  Plaintiff,  Mary  Bill^  executed 
that  deed  solely  with  the  view  of  protecting  herself 
against  the  importunities  of  relations,  who  were  con- 
stantly soliciting  her  to  make  advances  of  money  to 
them,  and  that  she  did  not  intend  to  preclude  herself 
from  calling  for  a  re-transfer  of  the  stock  to  herself,  or 
LI  3  as 


506  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

ISS5*  as  she  should  appoint;  and  it  further  stated,  that  neither 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  trust  deed,  nor  at 
any  subsequent  time,  was  there  any  marriage  in  contem- 
plation between  her  and  any  other  person.  The  bill 
prayed  that  the  settlement  might  be  declared  voluntary 
and  revocable,  and  that  it  might  be  delivered  up  to  the 
Plaintiff,  Mary  Billj  to  be  cancelled;  and  that  the  De- 
fendants might  be  decreed  to  transfer  the  stock  into  the 
joint  names  of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  that  the  amount  of 
the  principal  and  interest  due  to  the  Plaintiff  Hermiker 
might  be  raised  and  paid  to  him. 

Mr.  Pemherton  and  Mr.  Bluntj  for  the  Plaintifl^. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  voluntary  deed  by 
which,  if  it  is  to  be  held  irrevocable,  thb  lady  has  un- 
fortunately deprived  herself  of  the  means  of  subsistence^ 
is  not  analogous  to  those  conveyances  by  which  the 
grantor  gives  his  property  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  pay 
^creditors  who  are  not  parties  to  the  deed,  and  between 
whom  and  the  grantees  the  relation  of  cestuis  que  trust 
and  trustees  is,  consequently,  not  created.  It  is  now 
<  aetded  that  deeds  of  this  description  may  be  varied  or 
revoked  by  the  grantor;  and  even  the  express  com- 
munication by  the  trustees  to  creditors  of  the  execution 
of  such  a  deed  appears  to  be  insufficient  to  clothe  the 
cmditors  with  the  character  of  cestuis  que  trusty  and  to 
deprive  the  maker  of  the  instrument  of  the  right  of 
altering  or  revoking  it :  WaUwjfn  v.  Coutts  {a\  Garrard  v. 
Lord  Lauderdale,  {b)  In  this  case  the  settlement  was 
not  made  in  contemplation  of  marriage,  nor  has  the 
Plaintiff  contemplated  marriage  at  any  time  subsequent 
to  its  execution.  There  is,  consequently,  no  cestui  que 
^rus^in  existence;  no  husband  or  child  who  can  claim 

under 

(a)  3  Mer.  707.  and  3  Sm.  14.  {h)  3  Sim.  1 . 
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under  the  deed ;  and  as  to  next  of  kin,  they  cannot  be  18S5. 
ascertained  during  the  life  of  the  Plaintiff  and  the 
ultimate  trust  in  their  favour  is,  by  the  provisions  of  the 
deed  itself  liable  to  be  defeated  at  any  time  by  the 
exercise  of  the  Plaintiff's  power  of  appointment.  The 
case,  therefore,  seems  to  fall  within  the  authorities^  by 
which  it  is  held,  that  a  voluntary  trust  made  for  the 
convenience  of  the  grantor  is  revocable,  unless  there  h% 
some  contract,  direct  or  indirect,  with  a  cestui  que  trust 
who  is  party  or  privy  to  the  deed.  Here  there  neither 
was  nor  couJd  be  a  cestui  que  trust,  party  or  privy  to  the 
deed.  In  Lynn  v.  Ashton  (a),  where^  by  a  marriage 
settlement,  a  fund  was  settled  upon  trust  for  the  wife  for 
life  to  her  separate  use,  and  after  her  decease,  for  such 
person  or  persons  as  she  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint^ 
with  limitations  over,  in  default  of  appointment^  to 
her  children,  and  if  no  children,  to  her  next  of  kin,  it 
was  held  that  the  wife,  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
husband,  was  entitled  to  direct  the  trustees  of  the  settle- 
ment to  convey  to  other  trustees  upon  new  trusts^ 
thereby  annihilating  the  trusts  of  the  setdement.  In 
the  present  case,  the  setdement  gives  to  the  Plaintiff  a 
life  interest  in  the  fund  to  her  separate  use ;  she  has  a 
general  power  of  appointment  by  deed  or  will,  and  there 
is  no  husband,  as  in  Lynn  v.  Ashton,  whose  concurrence 
is  required  to  enable  her  to  exercise  her  power.  The 
late  case  of  Massey  v.  Parker  {b)  decides  that  a  limitation 
to  tlie  separate  use  of  a  woman  sui  juris  is  nugatory  as 
regards  her  absolute  power  of  disposition  over  property 
vested  in  her ;  but  even  if  such  a  limitation  were  as 
operative  in  the  case  of  the  Plaintiff,  as  in  that  of  a 
married  woman,  it  cannot  be  less  competent  to  her  than 
to  a  married  woman,  to  defeat  the  possibili^  of  interest 

given 

(a)  1  Ruu.  4*  Mylne,  1 88.  (b)  p.  1 74.  suprL 

LI  4 
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given  under  the  settlement  to  children.  The  Plaintiff 
will,  under  the  circumstances,  be  entitled  to  a  retrans-* 
fer  of  the  stock,  upon  satisfying  the  principal  and  in- 
terest due  to  the  co-plaintiff  Hennikerj  against  whom, 
as  a  purchaser  for  Taluable  consideration,  the  voluntary 
Gonvejance  is  clearly  void. 

Mr.  Barber^  Mr.  W.  C.  L.  Keene^  and  Mr.  Wood^ 
contrd. 

This  case  does  not  fall  within  the  principle  upon 
which  WaUayn  v.  Cautts^  and  Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauder^ 
dale  were  decided ;  for  there  is  here  nothing  injleri^  as 
in  the  case  of  deeds  of  arrangement  for  the  payment  of 
creditors  who  are  not  parties  to  the  instrument^  but 
there  is  a  trust  actually  created  by  the  setdor;  and 
though  the  Court  will  not  execute  a  voluntary  agree- 
ment,— though  it  will  not  give  its  assistance  to  constitute 
a  ceshd  que  trust  without  consideration, — it  will  give  effect 
to  a  voluntary  conveyance  by  which  the  relation  of 
trustee  and  cestui  que  trust  is  actually  established :  Ellison 
V.  Ellison  (a),  Pulvertqft  v.  Pulvertqft.  (b)  There  is  in 
thb  settlement  no  power  of  revocation,  and  it  has  been 
held  that  a  settlement  in  favour  of  children,  without  a 
power  of  revocation,  is  not  revoked  by  a  subsequent 
will ;  for  if  it  could  be  so  revoked,  there  would  be  no 
difference  between  a  deed  with  a  power  of  revocation,  and 
one  without  such  a  power :  Bolton  v.  Bolton  (c).  The 
property  being,  in  this  case,  personalty,  a  trust  of  it 
might  well  have  been  declared  by  parol;  and  in  that 
case,  if  any  thing  had  been  wanting  to  constitute  a  com- 
plete declaration  of  the  trust,  though  there  might  have 
been  an  inchoate  intention  in  favour  of  particular  ob- 
jects, the  Court  would  not  give  effect  to  an  imperfect 

declaration : 

(a)  6  fet.  656.  (*)  18  Va.  84.  (c)  3  SuHimt.4i4.  n. 
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declaration:  BayUy  ▼.  BoideM.{a)  But  diere  is  in  thii 
case  nothing  wanting  to  give  effect  to  the  declared  ia« 
tention  of  the  settlor :  the  trust  is  well  executed,  and, 
being  so  executed,  it  cannot  be  recalled  by  the  settlor. 
As  to  the  claim  of  Heuniker  on  the  ground  that  ,4 
voluntary  conveyance  is  void  against  a  subsequent  pup« 
chaser  for  valuable  consideration!  the  foundation  of  that 
claim  fidls,  inasmuch  as  personal  pr(^>erty  is  not  wiMkin 
the  statute  of  the  27  of  Eliz. 


809 


Mr.  Pemberton^  in  reply. 


Tfie  Master  qf  the  Rolls.* 

The  bill  in  this  case  is  filed  by  the  party  who  nuide  ^ 
voluntary  settlement  of  stock  in  18279  the  trusts  of  which 
I  shall  presently  state,  and  by  a  person  who  claims 
through  one  of  the  Defendants  to  whom  the  settlor, 
after  the  execution  of  the  settlement,  made  an  assign'* 
ment  of  the  fund  for  a  valuable  consideration ;  and  the 
object  of  the  bill  is,  to  obtain  the  trust-fund  from  the 
trustees,  or,  in  other  words,  to  destroy  the  voluntary 
settlement.  By  the  settlement  of  1827,  the  .stock  was 
transferred  to  trustees,  and  the  trusts  of  it  were  declared 
to  be  for  the  settlor  till  she  should  marry ;  and  upon 
her  marriage^  for  her  separate  use  for  life;  and  after 
her  death,  for  her  children,  to  be  equally  divided  among 
them ;  and  in  de&ult  of  children,  for  her  next  pf  kin* 
The  object  was,  probably,  to  protect  her  against  waste* . 
ful  expenditure  of  this  fund,  as  it  does  not  appear  that 

any 

(a)  4i2«M.845. 


Monk  A. 


•  Sir  C.  Pepyi. 
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138<t       any  marriage  was  in  contemplatioo,  and  none  has  taken 
place. 

The  settlor)  having  exceeded  the  income  so  secared  to 
her,  incurred  debts  which  led  to  the  assignment  of  the 
fond  under  which  the  other  Plaintiff  claims ;  and  the 
question  is,  whether  any  relief  can  be  given  in  this 
suit 

That  a  voluntary  settlement,  where  the  trust  is  actually 
created,  is  binding  upon  the  settlor,  has  been  so  long^ 
and  is  so  fully  established,  that  no  attempt  to  raise  the 
question  would  probably  have  been  now  made,  were  it 
not  that  the  modem  cases  of  Wallwyn  v.  Coidts{a\  and 
Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauderdale  {b)  have  been  supposed  to 
be  inconsistent  with  that  doctrine. 

The  doctrine  itself  has  never  been  disputed,  and  has 
been  the  subject  of  repeated  decisions,  from  the  cases  of 
ViUen  v.  Beaumont  (c),  in  the  year  1682,  and  of  Brooke 
hank  ▼•  Brooibant  {d)^  in  1691,  down  to  the  modem 
cases  of  EUison  v.  Ellison  (e)  and  Pidvertqft  v.  Ptdver^ 
tqft»{g)  It  must,  indeed,  have  been  coeval  with  the 
statute  of  the  £7  Elix^  inasmuch  as  the  second  section  of 
that  act  declares  that  voluntary  conveyances  shall  be 
void  only  as  against  purchasers  for  valuable  consider- 
ation ;  assuming,  therefore^  that,  as  against  the  authors 
of  such  setdements,  they  were  good.  I^  therefore,  the 
cases  of  Walhm^  v.  CouUs  and  Garrard  v.  Lord  Lauder^ 
dale  were  inconsistent  with  this  doctrine^  there  would  be 
po  doubt  on  which  side  the  weight  of  authority  would 
be  to  be  found.     But,   in  fact^  those  decisions  were 

not 

(tf)  S  Mer.  707,  (rf)  1  Eq.  Ctu  Ahr.  168. 

(6)  Z  Sm.  1.  (e)  S  Va.  656. 

(c)  1  Fem,  ICX).  (g)  18  Fes,  84. 
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not  intended  to  interfere  with  die  general  doctrine^  1885. 
and  the  grounds  upon  which  they  were  founded  are 
perfectly  consistent  with  all  the  preceding  cases*  It 
cannot  be  supposed  that  Lord  Eldon^  who  decided 
Ellison  V.  Ellison  and  Pulverfqfi  v*  Pidvert(ft^  and  several 
similar  cases,  intended  to  overturn  the  doctrine  upon 
which  they  proceeded,  by  his  decision  in  WaUayn  v. 
Coutts ;  and  the  Vice-Chancellor,  in  Garrard  v.  Lord 
Lauderdakj  expressly  draws  the  distinction,  and  leaves 
that  doctrine  untouched.  These  two  cases,  indeed,  so 
«far  from  deciding  that  a  ceshd^que  trusi  becoming  entitled 
under  a  voluntary  settlement  had  not  a  good  title 
against  the  settlor,  proceeded  upon  this,  that  the  cha«- 
racter  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust  never  existed  be- 
tween the  creditor  and  the  trustees  of  the  trust  deeds,' 
but  that  the  setdor  himself  was  the  only  cestui  que  trusty 
and,  therefore,  that  be  was  entitled  to  direct  the  applic* 
ation  of  his  own  trust  fund.  Vi^hether  such  views  of 
the  reUtive  situation  of  the  creditor  and  the  trustees 
were  correct  or  not,  b  immaterial  for  the  present  pur« 
pose.  The  grounds,  upon  which  the  Judges  who  de- 
cided those  cases  professed  to  proceed,  are  sufficient  ta 
prevent  their  decisions  from  being  considered  «8  au- 
thorities against  the  former  well-established  doctrine. 

I  do  not  wish  to  have  it  supposed  that  I  entertain  any 
doubt  of  the  propriety  of  those  decisions.  That  the  dis- 
tinction between  them  and  the  prior  cases  is  somewhat 
refined,  is  true;  but  it  is  obvious  that  the  distinction  has 
good  sense  for  its  foundation,  and  that  the  rule,  as  es- 
tablished by  them,  is  adopted  to  promote  the  viewtf  and 
intentions  of  the  parties.  A  man  who,  without  any 
communication  with  his  creditors,  puts  property  into  the 
hands  of  trustees  for  the  purpose  of  paying  his  debts, 
proposes  only  a  benefit  to  himself  by  the  payment  of  his 
debts — his  object  is  not  to  benefit  his  creditors ;  it  would 

there- 
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IB55.  therefore  be  a  result  most  remote  from  the  contemplation 
of  the  debtor,  if  it  should  be  held  that  any  creditor^i»- 
coTering  the  transaction  should  be  able  to  fiwten  upon 
the  property,  and  invest  himself  witii  the  character  of  a 
cestui  que  trust.  I  therefore  feel  no  dbposition  to  ques- 
tion or  to  depart  from  the  rule  established  by  those  two 


The  result  is,  diat  the  author  of  this  settlement  is 
boond  by  it,  and  is  not  entitled  to  the  assistance  of  thb 
Couft  to  release  herself  from  it  The  other  Plaintiff 
claims,  as  a  purchaser,  under  the  27  of  EUx^  against  the 
parties  daiming  under  the  vcduntaiy  setdement ;  but  he 
cannot  stand  upon  this  ground,  for  the  setdement  is  of 
stock;  and  settlements  of  personal  property  are  not  within 
the  27  of  Elhu  Consequently  the  purchaser,  not  having 
the  protection  of  the  statute,  cannot  have  a  better  title 
than  the  settior,  from  whom  he  purchased ;  and  if  he  had 
a  good  tide  in  himself,  he  could  have  no  relief  in  this 
■■it,  having  associated  himself  as  a  co-Plaintiff  witk  the 
setdor;  it  having  been  in  several  late  cases  decided  that, 
under  such  circumstances,  no  decree  can  be  made^  al- 
though the  Plaintiff  might,  in  a  suit  in  which  he  was 
sole  Plaintiff,  have  been  entided  to  relie£ 
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MS*. 


1834. 

ANSTRUTHER  v.  ADAIR.  ^eh^is. 

June  10. 

TN  the  year  1828,  an  antemptial  contract,  in  the  Where  a  con- 
'"'  common  Scotch  form,  was  executed  in  Scotland  by  the  between  per- 

PlamtiflS,  James  Anstndher  and  Marian  his  wife,  both  fOMdomidled 

,  ,        ,  in  a  foreign 

of  whom  were  natives  of  SeoUandj  and  domiotled  in  that  country,  and 

country.    Under  that  contract,  and  in  conaiderattonof  ^^^'j^  ^e 

certain  proviaicms  thereby  agreed  to  be  made  by  the  law  of  that 

intended  husband  in  favour  of  the  wife  and  childrra  of  ^^^in  ad- 

the  marriage,  and  in  consideration  also  of  a  covenant,  imnistmng 

whereby  Mr.  jhishriMer's  fiidier  bound  himsdf  to.  make  partis  under 

certain  provisions  for  the  benefit  of  his  son,  the  intended  ^\»  ^"^  8>^®  ^^ 

the  Mune  con- 
wife  *^  assigned,  disponed,  and  made  over  to  and  in  stmction  and 

favour  of  the  Plaintiff  James  Jnstrutker,  and  herself  £^iaw^ 

and  the  survivor,  in  conjunct  fee  and  life«rent,  and  tathe  would  have 

child  or  children,  one  or  more,  of  the  intended  mariiage^      lf"uiere« 

and  the  issue'  of  the  bodies  of  such  child  or  childreD,  f^r^  a  domi- 
ciled Scoiek' 
whom  failing,  to  her  own  nearest  heirs  and  assignees  maii  would  be 

in  fee,  all  and  sundry  goods,  gear,  debts,  and  sums  of  ^f^J^^j^j^^ 

-money,  as  well  heritable  as  moveable,  that  were  then  virtue  of  a 

belonging  or  resting  owing  to  her,  or  that  should  per*  ^^['^^^^l^ 

tain  and  be  owing  to  her  during  the  subsistence  of  the  there,  and  in 

said  marriage,  other  than  the  provisions  secured  to  her  fj^  ^  ^^ 

as  aforesaid  by  virtue  of  the  said  marriage  contract,  with  cei^^  ^^^^ 

ever  property 

all  action  and  execution  competent  to  her  thereanent''     accrued  dur- 
ing coverture 
to  his  wife. 
The  marriage  was  solemnized  in  Scotland  shortly  this  Court 

afterwards,  and  the  parties  continued  to  reside  there.        ^^  r^b^ 

against  any 

Under  the  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  her  |!^minli^Sn 

parents,  Mrs.  AnstnUAer  became  entitled,  on  attaining  '?J""^*!!jii 

twenty-  not  raise  an 
equity  for  a 
settlement  in  favour  of  the  wife,  in  opposition  to  the  provisions  of  the  contract. 
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19M.  twenty'one,  to  an  absolate  interest  in  a  sum  of  the 
3  per  cent  stock  standing  in  the  names  of  trosteesy 
subject  to  her  mother's  lUe  interest  therein.  On  the 
death  of  Mrs.  Anshndher^s  mother,  in  1833,  Mr. 
Jnstndher  applied  to  the  sunriving  trustee  of  the  fiind, 
who  resided  in  Lomdonj  and  claimed  to  be  entitled, 
by  virtue  of  the  clause  in  his  marriage  contract  before 
stated,  &o  have  the  stock  absolutely  transferred  to  him ; 
and  the  trustee  having  declin€$d  to  make  the  transfer 
withont  the  sanction  of  the  Court,  it  became  necessary 
to  file  the  present  bill  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a 
transfer. 

Mr.  Psp^  and  Mr.  Mjifne^  for  the  Plaintifi,  subr 
mitted  that,  as  the  contract  under  which  Mr.  AnUruther 
claimed  was  drawn  in  the  Scotch  form,  and  made  be- 
tween parties  domiciled  in  Scotland^  the  law  of  that 
country  must  govern  the  construction  to  be  put  upon 
the  instrument  in  order  to  discover  the  true  intent,  and, 
consequently,  the  respective  rights  of  the  contracdng 
parties:  Feaubertv.  Turst{a\  TaUofrandY. Boulanger{b\ 
De  la  V^a  v.  Fianna{c);  and,  as  soon  as  that  con- 
struction had  been  satisfactorily  ascertained,  this  Court 
would  enforce  those  rights  without  regard  to  the  peculiar 
doctrines  upon  which  it  was  in  the  habit  of  acting  in 
the  case  of  married  women  properly  within  its  juris- 
diction* Such  had  been  the  uniform  practice,  even  in 
cases  where  there  was  no  special  contract,  and  where, 
therefore,  the  rights  of  the  foreign  husband  and  wife  fell 
to  be  determined  according  to  the  ordinary  law  of  their 
own  country.  If,  according  to  that  law,  the  husband 
was  entitled  to  receive  his  wife's  property  without  making 
any  provision  for  her,  this  Court  ordered  her  fund  to  be 
paid  to  him  at  once^  without  requiring  a  settlement  in 

her 

(fl)  Pr.  Ch.  SOS.     1  Bro.  P.  (*)  5  r«.447. 

C.  1S9.  Toml.  ed.  (c)  l  B.  ^  Ad.  S84. 
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her  favour:  Saner  v.  Skate  {a\  Campbell  y.  French  {b\  ^^^**_ 
Dues  y.  Smith,  (c)  With  respect  to  the  construction 
put  by  the  Scotch  law  upon  such  a  marriage  contract  as 
that  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Anstrutherj  there  could  not  be  the 
least  doubt.  Several  eminent  Scotch  counsel  had  been 
consulted,  and  their  opinions,  which  had  been  laid  be- 
fore the  Defendant  for  his  satis&ction^  were  all  nnanim* 
ous  in  holding,  that  the  effect  of  the  clause  in  question 
was  to  entitle  the  husband,  if  he  chose,  to  receive  the 
whole  fund  to  his  own  use,  and  that  neither  the  wife  nor 
the  issue  of  the  marriage  took  any  thii^  more  thm  a 
mere  spes  successionis  under  it 

Mr.  Sidebottom  and  Mr.  NichoUj  for  the  Defendant, 
the  trustee,  contended  that,  whether  the.  marriage  con- 
tract of  the  Plaindffi  was  to  be  construed  according  to 
the  ScotA  or  the  English  law,  was  a  quesdon  fisr  the 
Court  to  determine,  and  with  respect  to  which,  as  it 
was  by  no  means  clear,  the  trustee  was  entitled  to  have  a 
judicial  declaration  before  he  transferred  the  stock.  As- 
suming, however,  that  the  law  of  Scotland  ought  to 
govern  the  construcUon,  that  law  could  only  be  as- 
certained upon  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  inquire  into^ 
and  state  it  as  a  fact  for  the  information  of  the  Court; 
miott  V.  Lord  Minto  (d).  The  King  of  Spain  v.  Ma- 
chado  {e\  Ex  parte  Cridland  (g) ;  and  there  would  still 
remain  an  important  question  behind,  namely,  whether, 
when  a  trust-fund  belonging  to  a  married  woman  came 
properly  within  its  administrative  jurisdiction,  this  Court 
would  be  justified  in  parting  with  the  fund,  notwith- 
standing the  stipulations  of  a  foreign  marriage  contract, 
until  some  arrangement  had  been  made  with  the  hus- 
band for  securing  the  interests  of  the  wife  and  issue. 

The 

(a)  1  Ami.  63.  (d)  6  Mad.  16. 

lb)  5  Vet.  531.  \e)  4  Rmu.  MS. 

(c)  Jaeobf  544.  (g)  zV.^B.  S4. 
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1884.  7^e  Lord  Chancellor  said,  it  was  perfbctly  clear 

that  the  operation  of  the  marriage-contract,  and  the 
respective  rights  of  the  parties  undcfr  it,  most  be  de- 
termined by  reference  to  the  Scotch  law:  a  diflferent 
decision  would  totally  defibat  the  intention  of  the  con* 
tracting  parties.  Neither  did  he  feel  the  smallest  doabt 
that  the  law  of  Scotland  had  been  correctly  stated  by 
the  Plaintifi,  although,  as  there  was  no  evidence  before 
him  on  the  point,  his  opinion  was  merely  extra-judicial ; 
and  the  Defendant  might  certainly,  if  he  chose,  insist 
npon  havtBga  reference  to  ascertain  the  fact  The  attempt 
to  raise  an  equity  in  favour  of  the  wife  and  children, 
beyond  or  in  opposition  to  the  language  of  the  contract, 
was  quite  groundless:  the  stock  in  question  was  pro- 
perty of  the  wife,  accruing  to  her  during  the  subsistence 
of  the  marriage,  and  it  fell  clearly  within  the  express 
terms  of  the  proviso,  to  which  the  Court«was  bound 
to  give  its  legal  efiect  He  should,  therefore,  make  a 
declaration,  that  the  law  of  Scotland  ought  to  govern  the 
construction  of  the  contract;  and  refer  it  to  the  Master 
to  inquire  and  state  whether,  under  the  contract  so  con- 
strued, the  Plaintiff,  Mr.  Anstrutkery  was  etltided  to 
receive  a  transfer  of  the  stock  to  himself. 


June  10.  The  Master  having  reported  that,  by  the  law  of  Scoi" 

latidj  the  Plaindff,  James  Anstntthery  was  entitled  to  re- 
ceive a  transfer  of  the  stock,  the  cause  afterwards  came 
on  for  further  directions;  when  the  Lord  Chancellor 
made  an  order  for  a  trati^fer  accordingly ;  adding,  that 
be  felt  so  clear  as  to  the  principle,  that,  if  there  had 
not  been  an  understanding  between  the  parties  on  the 
subject,  he  should  have  found  a  difficulty  in  allowing 
the  trustee  his  costs. 
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KEPPELL  r.  BAILEY.  jJi^^;,^^ 

...  81.29. 

IN  the  year  1792  anaet  of  parUanient(iz)  was  passed^  The  Mon- 
whereby  certain  persons  therein  named  wiere  in«»  CanalAct 

corporated  under  the  name  of  the  Company  of  Pro-  provided  that, 
■^  .  upon  auxiliary 

pnetors  rail-roads 

(")«<'•»-.»«>«•  "atfir 

duals  under 
the  authority  of  the  act,  the  tolls  should  not  exceed  the  rate  charged  hy  the  canal 
company,  which,  for  the  articles  of  limestone  and  iron-stone,  was  restricted  to  2^.  a 
ton  per  mile;  and  it  also  empowered  the  canal  company,  by  agreement  with  the  land- 
owners, itself  to  constiuct  auxiliary  rail- roads,  on  which  tolls  not  exceeding  5d,  a 
ton  per  mile  might  be  charaed.  Certain  lanilowners  atid  owners  of  iron  works,  and^ 
among  others,  the  lessees  otthe  Beaufort  Works,  formed  a  joint  stock  company,  and, 
under  the  powers  given  by  the  act,  constructed  a  rail-road  connecting  a  lime  quarry^ 
called  the  2>evU  Quarry,  with  the  several  iron  works  and  with  the  mil-roads  of  the 
canal  company.  In  the  partnership  deed  of  the  rail-road  compaE\y,  the  lessees  of  the 
Beaufort  Works  covenanted  for  themselves,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators^ 
and  assigns,  with  the  other  shareholders,  their  executors,  administrator;,  and  assigns, 
so  long  as  the  covenantors,  their  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  should  occupy 
the  Beaufort  Works,  to  procure  all  the  limestone  used  in  the  said  works  from  tne 
2Vevi/  Quarry,  and  to  convey  all  such  limestone,  and  also  all  the  iron-stone  from  the 
mines  to  the  said  works  along  the  Trevil  rail-road,  and  to  pay  a  toll  of  Sd,  a  ton  per 
mile  for  the  same. 

Upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  shareholders  of  the  rail-road  to  enforce  this  covenant 
against  a  person  who  had  purchased  the  Beaufort  Works,  with  notice  of  the  part- 
nership deed;  Held, 

First,  that  the  covenant  did  not  run  with  the  land  so  as  to  bind  assignees  at  law; 
aod  that  a  conrt  of  equity  would  not,  by  holding  the  conscience  of  the  purchaser  to 

Vol,  IL  M  m  be 


'•  c  - 
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18S4i.       prietors  of  the  Monmouthshire  Canal  Navigatioiiy  and 

were  empowered   to  make  several    navigable    canals, 

railways,  waggonways,  and  roads,  within  the  district, 

and  in  the  manner,  and  subject  to  the  regulations  and 

be  affected  by  conditions   therein   particularly  stated   and  described; 

the  notice,  '^  i         .  *. 

give  the  cove-  and  the  company  W'ere  authorised  to  charge  for  the  con-* 

cSuwisive^"     veyance  of  different  kinds  of  minerals,  goods,  and  mer- 

operation         chandise,  respectively,  along  the  line  of  their  canals  and 

allowed  to  it:  railways,  sums  not  exceeding  a  certain  scale  of  tolls 

Secondly,     specified  in  the  act.     Accordinir  to  that  scale  it  was 
that  the  cove- 
nant  securing   provided,  that  for  all  iron-stone,  iron  ore,  coal,  charcoal, 

atollof5jJ.a  jj^^^  j^^j  foj.  ^u   ^\^   bricks,  limestone,  flag-stones, 

to  the  shares  and  other  stone  conveyed  upon  the  said  canals  or  lail- 

TvlfdTraU-'^^  ways,  a  sum  not  exceeding  2  Jd.  per  ton  per  mile  should 

road,  was  a  be  charged ;  and  for  all  hay,  straw,  and  com  in  the 

tbe^canal^om-  ^^^Aw,  and  for  all  materials  used  in  repairing  the  roads, 

Danyandthe  qj  for  manure,  a  sum  not  exceeding  IJrf.  per  ton  per 

and  therefore  ^tle;  and  for  all  other  articles  not  before  specified,  a 

be^^'ccificdl  ^'""^  ^^  exceeding  5rf.  per  ton  per  mile, 
enforced  by 

^"'^Someof the  "^^^  ^^^  *'^  contained  a  provision,  in  the  108th  seo- 
shareholders  tion,  whereby,  as  soon  as  the  company  of  proprietors 
made  CO-  ^^^  enabled,  out  of  their  clear  profits,  to  make  a  divi- 
^**b^P  \  ^^"^  ^^  ^^''  ^^  ^^^^  among  the  shareholders  upon  the 
out  their  pri-  capital  contributed,  certain  commissioners  were  em- 
lent  ^on  their  P^^®'^  ^  reduce  the  rates  chargeable  for  the  convey- 
application  an  ance  of  minerals  and  goods  along  the  company's  canals 
made  wUh  ^^  railways,  according  to  their  discretion, 
costs,  that 

should  be  By  the  128th  section  of  the  act  (commonly  known 

Pl"^  dff"^  ^  ^y  ^^  name  of  the  eight*mile  clause),  it  was  enacted, 
that  if  the  owners  of  any  lands  containing  mines,  mine- 
rals, or  quarries,  or  the  proprietors,  lessees,  or  occu- 
piers of  any  iron  furnaces  lying  within  the  distance  of 
eight  miles  from  any  part  of  the  said  canals  or  railways, 
should   find   it  necessary  that  any  railways  or  roads 

should 
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should  be  made  over  the  lands  oT  anjr  other  pet^ons  for  1854. 
the  purpose  of  conveying  the  produce  of  their  mines  or 
quarries  to  the  canals  or  railways  of  the  oortipany^  and 
if  the  company  should  refuse  to  make  any  such  railway 
or  road  for  the  space  of  three  months  after  an  ap- 
plication had  been  made  to  them,  in  writing,  for  thkt 
purpose,  at  a  general  meeting  of  the  proprietors, — then 
and  as  often  as  such  case  might  happen,  the  persons 
who  had  made  such  application  might,  at  their  owti 
expense,  after  the  expiration  of  the  three  months,  with^^ 
out  the  consent  of  the  owners  of  the  lands,  make  such 
railways  or  roads,  tendering  satisfaction  for  the  damage 
which  might  be  thereby  occasioned  to  the  lands,  such 
damage  to  be  ascertained  in  the  manner  therein  men« 
tioned;  and  all  such  railways  or  roads,  when  completed, 
were  to  be  open  to  the  public  for  the  conveyance  of  any 
minerals  and  goods,  on  payment  to  the  persons  at 
whose  expense  the  railways  or  roads  had  been  made, 
and  thieir  heirs  or  assigns,  of  such  tolls,  rates,  or  duties 
as  should,  for  the  time  being,  be  payable  to  the  Mou" 
mautlahire  Canal  Navigation  Company  for  the  cohvey- 
ance  of  such  minerals  and  goods  upon  the  railways  to 
be  made  by  them. 

The  canal  company  was  further  empowered  by  the 
lS9th  section  of  the  act,  in  cases  where  persons  might 
thereafter  be  desirous  to  have  a  railway  or  waggonway 
constructed  for  their  use,  commmiicating  with  the  main 
line  of  the  company's  canals  and  railways,  to  enter  into 
an  agreement  with  such  persons,  and  at  their  request  to 
construct  railways  and  waggon  ways  accordingly,  and  to 
take  and  demand  for  the  conveyance  of  iron-stone,  iron 
ore,  lime,  limestone,  and  other  goods  and  merchandise 
thereupon,  such  tolls  as  should  be  mutually  agreed 
upon,  not  exceeding  the  rate  of  Bd.  per  ton  per  mile. 

M  m  2  In 
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In  die  year  1795,  the  proprietors  or  lessees  of  three 
several  furnaces  and  iron  works  viz*  WUUam  Barrow  and 
Matthew  Monkhouse^  of  the  Soray  or  Sirhonvy  Furnace, 
Edward  Kendall  and  Jonathan  Kendall^  of  the  Beaufort 
Iron  Works,  and  James  Harford  and  Jeremiah  Honifray^ 
of  the  Ebbw  Vale  Iron  Works,  in  conjunaion  with  a 
number  of  otlier  persons,  formed  themselves  into  a  joint 
stock  company,  for  the  construction  of  a  rail-road  called 
the  Tredl  Rail-road,  under  the  powers  given  by  the 
128th  section  of  the  Monmouthshire  Canal  Act  The 
rait>road  was  accordingly  constructed,  and  the  legal 
estate  in  it  was  vested,  by  a  demise  for  a  term  of  SOOO 
years,  in  certain  trustees,  upon  trust  for  the  several 
shareholders  in  the  railway  company,  in  the  proportions 
to  which  these  had  respectively  contributed  towards  the 
expense  of  the  undertaking. 

A  body  of  rules  and  regulations  was,  at  the  same 
time,  framed  for  the  government  of  the  shareholders  of 
the  rail-road  as  a  company ;  and  by  an  indenture,  dated 
the  16th  of  Ai^iist  17d5,  which  was  executed  by  the 
proprietors  of  the  aforesaid  furnaces  and  iron  works, 
and  by  the  other  subscribers,  and  in  which  all  these 
regulations  were  embodied,  it  was  witnessed  that  each  of 
the  parties  thereto,  for  himself^  his  heirs,  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns,  covenanted  with  the  others 
of  them,  and  thdr  and  his  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  motually  and  reciprocally,  that  they,  or  their  re- 
spective executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  would  re- 
main co-partners  aad  proprietors  of  the  Treoil  rail-road, 
and  the  profits  to  be  divided  therefrom,  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  demise  which  they  had  obtained,  sub- 
ject to  the  conditions  and  regulations  therein  specified. 
The  indenture  went  on  to  declare,  that  the  rail-road  and 
tiie  profits  thereof  shoukl  be  divided  into  fifty-five  shares, 
which  should  be  vested  in  the  parties  thereto  and  their 

respective 
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respective  exeoators,  administrators}  and  assigns^  for  1884w 
their  respectire  use  and  benefit,  in  proportion  to  the 
sums  of  money  subscribed  by  them  respectively ;  and  it 
then  specified  the  number  and  particulars  of  the  shares 
allotted  to  the  several  subscribers,  of  which  shaves  the 
five  respectively  numbered  from  ?•  to  11.  inclusive  were 
stated  to  belong  to  Edward  Kendall  and  Jonathan  Ken* 
daUj  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns^  as 
joint-tenants. 

The  indenture  proceeded  to  recite,  that  the  preprietonf 
of  the  iron  furnaces,  parties  thereto,  necessarily  made  use 
of  great  quantities  of  lime-stone  in  their  furnaces,  whicb 
for  a  long  time  past  they  had  procured  from  a  quany 
called  the  Trevil  Quarry,  and  carried  to  their  furnaces 
at  a  great  expense,  for  the  more  convenient  carriage  of 
which  the  Trevil  rail-road  was  chiefly  intended,  and  that 
it  was  in  consideraUon  of  the  quantity  of  lime-stone 
which  would  be  carried  upon  the  said  rail-road  for  the 
use  of  the  furnaces,  and  of  the  quantity  of  iron-stone 
which  would  also  be  carried  upon  the  rail-road,  that  the 
other  parties  became  subscribers  to  the  undertaking} 
and  that  at  the  time  of  the  subscription,  it  was  under- 
stood that  the  said  proprietors  of  the  fiimacee  would 
respectively  enter  into  an  engagement  to  procure  all  the 
lime-stone  which  they  might  want  from  the  said  TtevH 
quarry  and  convey  it  along  the  said  Treoil  rail-roadf 
and  also  pay  to  the  proprietors  of  the  railHroad  a  toll  of 
6d»  per  ton  per  mile  for  all  such  lime-stone^  as  well  ae 
for  all  iron-stone,  and  for  all  other  goods,  except  stone 
for  building,  which  was  to  pay  a  toll  of  l^d^  per  ton 
per  mile ;  and  that  it  was  also  understood  that  the  said 
proprietors  of  the  furnaces  should  respectively  engage 
to  cairry  upon  such  part  of  the  rail-road  as  should  lie 
between  their  mines  and  their  furnaces,  all  such  iron-stone 
as  they  should  have  occasion  to  convey  to  their  rtepeotive 
M  m  3  furnaces; 
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1884.  furnaces;  and  thereupon,  as  regarded  Edward  KtmddB 
and  JomUhan  KendaU^  who  were  the  proprietors  of  the 
furnace  called  the  Beaijfari  Iron  Works,  it  was  wit* 
nessed,  that  they,  the  said  Edward  Kendall  and  JotuMan 
Kendall,  in  consideration  of  all  and  singular  the  pre- 
mises, did  thereby,  for  themselves,  thdr  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  jointly  and  severally  core* 
nant  and  agree  with  all  the  other  parties  thereto,  and 
their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  that  they 
the  said  Jonathan  Kendall  and  Edward  Kendall,  their 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  should  from  time  to 
time,  and  at  all  times  thereafter  whilst  they  or  any  of  them 
should  be  proprietors  or  lessees  or  occupiers  of  the  said 
furnace  and  works,  called  the  Beat^art  Iron  Works,  pro- 
cure all  the  lime^stone  which  should  be  Mranted  for  the  use 
of  the  said  iron  works,  or  for  any  new  furnace  and  works 
thereafter  to  be  erected  by  them,  near  the  same,  from  the 
quarry  called  Trevil  Quarry,  and  should  cause  all  such  lime* 
stone  to  be  carried  from  the  said  quarry  to  the  said  iron 
works  along  or  upon  the  Treoil  rail-road,  and  should  also 
cause  all  the  iron-stone  or  mine  which  they  should  have 
occasion  to  convey  from  their  mine  works  to  their  furnace 
called  the  Beat^bri  Iron  Works,  or  to  such  new  furnace, 
to  be  carried  along  such  part  of  the  rail-road  as  should 
lie  between  such  mine  works  and  the  furnaces;  and  also 
should  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  collectors  to  be 
appointed  by  the  proprietors  of  the  rail-road  for  the 
time  being  to  receive  the  tolls  for  the  conveyance  of 
goods  therepn,  a  toll  of  5d*  per  ton  per  mile,  for  alt 
lime-stone,  iron-stone,  or  mine,  goods,  wares,  mer- 
chandises, and  commodities  whatever,  except  stone  for 
building,  and  a  toll  of  l^d.  per  ton  per  mile  for  all  stone 
for  building,  belonging  to  them  the  said  Edward  Kendall 
and  Jonathan  Kendall,  their  executors,  administrators, 
or  assigns,  or  any  of  them,  which  should  be  carried  or 
conveyed  upon  the  rail-road,  or  any  part  thereof,  and 

so 
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so  in  proportion  for  any  greater  or  less  quantity  tban  a  1884. 
ton*  The  indenture  also  contained  covenants  on  the 
part  of  Messrs.  Barren  and  Mcnkhome^  and  Messrs. 
Harford  a&d  Hun^ay^  with  reference  to  their  respectire 
iron  works,  similar  in  point  of  form  to  the  oorenant 
entered  into  by  the  KetidalU. 

Edward  Kendall  and  Jonathan  KendaU  held  the  Beau'^ 
fort  Iron  Worlcs  by  a  lease  for  a  long  term  of  years 
from  the  Duke  of  Beaufort.  The  Trevil  quarry  was 
also  the  property  of  the  Duke  of  Beaufort^  who  was  in 
the  habit  of  permitting  such  of  the  neighbouring  iron 
masters  as  held  their  works  under  demises  from  himself, 
and  among  the  rest  the  Kendalls^  to  procure  from  it  an 
unlimited  supply  q{  the  lime-stone  required  for  the  use 
of  their  respective  furnaces. 

The  Tieoil  rail-road  was  completed  soon  after  the 
date  of  the  before  stated  indenture,  and,  subject  to 
changes  occasioned  by  the  deaths  of  shareholders,  sales 
of  shares,  and  other  contingencies,  continued  to  be  car* 
ried  on  and  managed  in  pursuance  of  the  regulations 
set  forth  in  that  indenture. 

Edward  KendaU  died  in  the  year  1807,  and  Jonathan 
Kendallf  in  the  year  1812.  In  consequence  of  the  de- 
cease of  the  Kendallsj  the  deaths  of  succeeding  partners, 
and  other  circumstances,  changes  from  time  to  time  took 
place  in  the  proprietorship  of  the  Beaufort  Iron  Works, 
between  the  years  1795  and  J  821.  In  the  last  men- 
tioned year  the  works  became  the  partnership  property 
of  Edward  Kendall^  the  son  of  Edward  Kendall^  deceased, 
William  Henry  West^  and  William  Hibbs  Bevan^  who  in 
January  18S3  contracted  with  Joseph  Bailey  and  Crow* 
shay  Bailey^  to  sell  to  them  all  their  interest  in  the 
M  m  4  Beaufort 
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ISS^  Beaufort  Iron  Works  fer  the  reridoe  of  tbe  lerm  af 
years  for  which  the  works  wer«  demisecit  gi^u^  Umdi 
full  notice  of  the  liabilities  to  which  th^  were  •ubgod 
under  tbe  indenture  of  Aug94si  1796.  Messrs*  Baii^ 
paid  part  of  the  purchase  money  in  puxsuaace  of  this 
contract,  and  entered  into  possession  of  tbe  preqaMes  al 
Lady-day  183d|  before  any  convayaoGe  or  aasigmnent 
was  executed ;  and  shortly  afterwards  they  commeiieed 
the  formation  of  a  new  raiJ-road  from  tbe  Beai^i  Iron 
Works  to  certain  other  lime  quarriei^  situate  to  the  east- 
ward of  the  Tredl  quarry. 

The  present  bill  was  filed  by  the  shareholders  of  tbe 
Treoil  rail-road^  and  it  prayed  an  injunction  to  restrain 
Messrs.  BaUey  and  their  agents  from  using  this  new 
rail-roady  or  any  other  rail-road,  excigpt  the  TreoU 
rail-roadj  agreeably  to  the  stipulations  contained  in  the 
indenture  of  August  1795L  An  tx  parU  injunction 
having  been  accordingly  obtained  in  the  month  of  Jh^ 
gust  last,  a  motion  was  now  made,  upon  affidavitSi  that 
the  injunction  might  be  dissolved* 

Mr.  PepySf  Mr.  Jacoh^  and  Mr^  Humphry^  for  the 
motion. 

Sir  E.  Sugderiy  Mr.  Knight^  and  ikfn  Lyn^h^  jn  sup- 
port of  the  injunction. 

The  case  was  very  elaborately  argued  on  both  sides. 
The  principal  points  raised  and  contested  in  the  course  of 
the  argument^  and  the  authorities  referred  to  as  bearing 
upon  them  reapectively,  were  the  following:*--* First,, 
whether  the  word  "  assigns"  used  in  the  covenant  of 
the  Kendalls  applied  to  the  assigns  of  the  Beattfort  Iron 
Works,  or  only  to  their  assigns  of  the  rail*road  shares. 

Secondly, 
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Seoondy,  wbecber  the  Plaintiff's  remedy,  if  any»  was 
ool  more  properly  by  an  action  at  law  for  damagesy  or 
by  a  simple  bill  in  equity  for  an  account,  withont  insist- 
ing apon  a  compulsory  performance  of  the  covenant  $ 
lUnt  ▼.  Brandon  (a),  Barret  v.  Blagrave.  (6)  Thirdly, 
whether  the  contract^  either  as  it  stood  originally,  or  as 
it  had  subsequently,  from  the  change  of  circumstances 
become^  was  not  of  so  unfair  and  oppressive  a  character 
that  it  would  not  be  equitable  to  enforce  it  by  injunc* 
tion ;  Smith  r.  Fremont  (c),  Collins  v.  Pbmb  {d)j  The 
Duke  of  Bedford  ▼.  The  Trustees  of  the  British  Mu- 
seum, {e)  Fourthly,  whether  the  contract  was  not  in- 
effectual, if  not  at  low,  at  all  events  in  equity,  upon 
grounds  of  public  policy,  and  by  reason  of  its  operating 
ittjnriotfsly  in  restraint  of  trade;  Mitchel  v.  Beynolds{g\ 
Young  V.  Timmins  (A),  Cruttwell  v.  Ij^e  (f )«  Jotu^s  v. 
JBdnejf  (i).  Cooper  v.  Tmbill  (/),  HdconU>e  v.  Hewson  (iw ), 
Doe  V.  Beid  (it),  Morris  v.  Cctman  (o),  Williams  v.  JVil-' 
Hams*  (p)  Fifthly,  whether  covenants  like  the  one  in 
question,  inasmuch  as  they  created  upon  the  property  a 
burthen  which  tended  to  a  perpetuity,  and  placed  land 
in  a  great  measure  extra  commerdum^  were  deserving  of 
encouragement  or  assistance  in  this  Court;  Third  Beport 
of  the  Beat  Property  Commissioners  (p*  54.)*  Sixthly, 
whether  the  provision,  securing  to  the  shareholders  in 
the  rail-road  a  toll  of  Bd.  a  ton  per  mile  upon  the  mine- 
rals conveyed,  being  double  the  toll  permitted  to  be 
charged  upon  the  railways  belonging  to  the  canal  com« 

pany, 

(a)  8  Ve».  159.  (•)  J  7  Vet,  335. 

{h)  5  Vei.  SS5,  {k)  3  Camp.  286. 

(c)  S  Swam,  asa  (0  IM.  980.1). 

id)  1$  Vet.  454.  (m)  2  Camp.  381. 

\e)  p.  562.  istfrh.  («)  10  B.  *  Crett.  849. 

(g)  1  P.  Wmi.  181.  (o)  18  Vet.  437. 

ih)  1  CVvm.  4-  Jer,  801 »  {p)  2  Swan.  265. 
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10S4.  puiy,  WAS  not  a  violation  of  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the 
Canal  Act,  and  a  fraud  upon  tlie  legi8lalare»  the  eaaal 
company,  and  the  public,  and  therefore  not  to  be  en- 
forced by  injunction.  Serenthly,  whether  the  ooTenant 
entered  into  by  the  Kendalls  did  or  did  not  run  with 
the  land,  to  that  an  action  could  be  maintained  upon  it 
against  their  assigns;  Speneer^s  case  (a),  4^wmfmous{b)f 
Balfy  V.  Wdls{c)y  Mayor  of  Congletofi  v.  PaUktm  (i)^ 
Collins  V.  Plumb  (e),  Canham  v.  Rusl{g\  HariUy  r. 
PehaU  (A),  Tlie  Duke  of  Bedford  v.  The  Trustees  (f  the 
British  Museum  (0»  the  Cases  on  Brewer^  Leases^  already 
cited:  Vytyan  v.  Arthur {k\  Ujtbridgev.  Staveland{tjt  Case 
of  the  Manchester  Mills  (m).  Holmes  t.  Buckley(n\  Brewer 
V.  HiU  (o),  Jourdain  t.  Wilson  [jp\  Vernon  t.  Smiik  {q\ 
Siampson  ▼•  Easterby  {r\  Barclay  ▼•  Maine,  (s)  Eighthly^ 
whether,  assuming  the  ooTenant  to  be  inoperative  at  law 
as  against  assigns,  It  might  not  still  be  held  effectual 
here,  on  the  ground  that  the  notice  which,  prior  to  their 
purchase,  the  Defendants  had  received  of  the  exbtence 
and  nature  of  the  covenant,  imposed  an  obligation 
which  bound  them  in  conscience,  and  which  a  court  of 
equity  would  not  suffer  them  to  violate;  Case  of  the 
Steyne  ai  Brighton^  unreported,  Fumioal  v.  Crew  (0» 
TVeatise  of  Equity  (tc),  Ciiy  of  London  v.  Richmond  {x\ 

Collins 

(a)  5  Rep,  16.  a.  (n)  P.  Ck,  59. 

(i)  Godb,l20.    S.  a  Moore,  (o)  Si4iMf.415. 

a42L  (|i)  4ir.4i4Ai.8S0. 

(c)  3  Serjt.  WUt.  25.  (g)  S  B.  ^  AI(Ll. 

'  (d)  10  Eoit,  130.  (r)  9  27.  4-  Creu.  SOS.    8.  C. 

(e)  16  Vet.  4.54.  (in  error)  6  Bing.  644. 

(g)  8  Tautd.  927,  (s)  }  S.  ^  S,  44ft. 

(k)  1  Peake'i  ^.  P.  C.  151.  (/)  5  Atk.  S5, 

(t)   p.  S59,  infrh.  (ti)  B.  I.  ch.  5.  8. 4. 

(*)  1  B.  4  Creu,  410.  (*)  P,  Ch,  156.    &  C.  2  Vern, 

(Q  1  Vei,  sen.  56.  421.;  and  on  appeal,  I  Brot  P* 

(m)  1  JJoUgl,  822.  n.  C  516.  Toml.  ed. 
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Collins  V.  i%«ii(a),  Third  Report  of  tie  Real  Prth       i8S4. 
perfy  Commissioners^  Border  v.  Raine*  (b) 


The  LOMJO  CHANCELLOR, 

This  case  was  argued  with  mcrch  learning  on  both 
sides,  and  was  presented  to  the  court  in  every  fiew  that 
could  be  taken  of  the  various  points  raised.  Into  the 
whole  of  the  matters  discussed  at  the  bar  it  will  not  be 
necessary  to  enter.  But  I  shall  advert  to  some  oFthem 
beyond  those  upon  which  the  decision  turns,  on  account 
of  their  intrinsic  importance. 

I  am  not  greatly  struck,  notwithstanding  the  ability 
with  which  it  was  pressed,  with  the  argoment  against  tb6 
covenant  in  question  derived  from  its.  supposed  repugn 
nanoe  to  the  rules  respecting  perpetuity.  I  do  not  at  all 
doubt  that  the  enjoyment  of  property  may  be  tied  up  and 
an  illegal  perpetuity  created  by  annexing  conditions  to 
grants,  or  by  executing  covenants,  whereby  whoever  hap- 
pens to  be  in  possession  shall  be  restrained  from  using 
that  which  is  the  subject  of  the  grant  or  covenant  in 
all  bat  a  certain  prescribed  way,  provided  always  diet 
the  restraint  so  constituted  is  not  reserved  in  favour  of 
some  other  party,  who  may  release  it  at  his  pleasure ; 
and,  therefore,  all  such  conditions  and  covenants  are  vqid 
if  they  go  beyond  the  period  allowed  by.  law.  But  if  the 
party  for  whom  tiie  condition  is  made,  or  the  party  eo* 
venantee  has  the  entire  power  of  dealing  with  his  interest 
in  the  sutject  matter,  it  is  an  obvious  mistake  to  treat 
this  as  an  instance  of  perpetuity  or  of  any  tendency  to- 
wards perpetuity.  Indeed  the  property,  the  subject 
matter  of  consideration  here,  is,  not  the  estate  fetter^ 
by  the  condition  or  covenant,  but  the  benefit  reserved 

by 

(a)  16  Vet.  454.  {b)  1  5.  4*  5.  449. 
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19M»  by  the.  oonditionf  or  fectnwd  by  tbe  ooveoaots  md 
upon  that,  there  ie  bjr  the  hypothesb  do  latreint  al  aU: 
and  ceft^inly,  to  take  aoother  view»  thoogh  one  of  the 
pjButies  interested,  the  owner  of  the  pioperlgr  aotgeet  ta 
the  covenantor  cooditioDy  may  be  last,  the  other  is  looie; 
and  so  qupod  both  takoa  togtAer,  that  if,  gmmL  all  in* 
terestef]^  th^  {MroperQr  is  free*  Thua  admitting  thai  the 
o^ers.of  (m  estate  oanU  ao  more  be  retrained  perp^ 
tnally  from  cultiTatiog  it  by  siippliea  derived  from  any 
but  one  market,  or  fron;i  selling  its  produce  at  any  but 
that  marJIpety  thafi  the;  couki  be  restrainad  iiom  sdlpng 
the  estate,,  and  admitting  that  tha  one  woidd  be  ^s  much  « 
breach  of  the  rule  against  perpetuity  as  the  other,  it 
would  be  pp  such  violation,  nor  would  it  in  any  way  de^ 
fraud  that  rule,  if  the  owaier  of  tlie  estate  were  restrained 
from  buyiqg.and  .selling  at  opy  market  save  that  belong- 
ing to  a  certaJQ  party  entxtL^d  by  grant  or  by  covenant 
to  the  privilegf^  and  which  he  might  at  bis  pleasaie 
vary  or  extinguish. 

Upon  other  grounds,  such  a  restraint  may  be  ob» 
jectionable  and  void  in  law,  as  well  as  bad  in  policy; 
but  certainly  not  upon  the  doctrine  of  perpetuity,  by 
which  it  is  no  more  struck  at,'  than  a  right  of  wi^  or 
other. easement  which  the  owners  of  one  estate  may 
enjoy  over  the  dose  of  another.  Such  easement 
continues  to  be  eqoyed  by  the  owner  of  the  one  estate^ 
whoever  he  may  be,  over  the  other  estate,  into  whose 
hands  soever  it  may  come.  So  of  a  rent  issuing  out  of 
an  estate,  and  which  may  nearly  absorb  its  prodts,  no 
one  ever  deemed  this  objeaiooable  on  tlie  ground  of 
perpetuity^  The  easement  and  the  rent  are  the  property 
in  question,  and  they  are  free.  The  party  entiUed  to 
the  tenements  is  interested  in  the  tenemenU  sutgaot 
to  the  easement  or  yielding  the  rent;  the  other  party 
has  th^  incorporeal  hereditaments  connected  with  the 

corporeal 
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carporebl  hereditameDt  of  (lie  hods;  and  the  circam^  J^^^j.. 
stance  of  the  land  being  subject  to  his  rights,  while  he  is 
unfettered  in  the  enjoyment  and  the  disposal  6f  those 
rights,  does  not  either  constitute  or  tend  to  a  petpetnity « 
I  am,  thenefbre^  dearly  of  opinion,  that  the  covenant  to 
take  the  itme  at' the  Trei^it  worics,  and  carry  die  iron  by 
the  TfrvU  raiiiray,  is  not  bad  on  the  gronnd  of  ita  tend- 
ii^  to  a  perpetBity,  or  constituting  a  shifty  whereby  the 
rules  of  law,  on  that  head,  may  be  evaded. 

There  appears,  at  first,  to  be  more  weight  ih  the 
objection  which  was  also  urged,  that  covenants  of  tbir 
descriptibn  are  in  restralat  of  trade.  The  covenant, 
here^  is  not  contended  to  be  in  general  restratnt  of  trade, 
whkh  would,  beyond  all  doilbt,  make  it  void  in  what* 
ever  way  the  ptirpose  Was  eftcted — whether  bf  promise 
or  bond,  with  or  without  consideration.  The  restraint  ia 
only  partiri;  and  then  the  law  will  support  it,  ff,  to  tise 
the  words  of  Parker  C.  J.  in  his  elaborate  judgment  in 
Mitchel  V.  BeynoUs  (a)  **  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
whose  office  it  is  to  determine  upon  the  circumstances, 
k  appears  to  be  a  just  and  honest  contract"  In  that 
case,  die  covenantor  restrained  hhnself  ftom  exercising 
his  trade  of  a  baker  for  five  years,  in  the  premises 
demnsed  to  him  for  that  term  by  the  same  instrument; 
and  the  Court  dwelt  on  the  period  of  the  restri6tibn 
being  co^eictensive  widi  the  term  as  proof  of  adequate 
considefration. 

But  though  the  Court  is  to  judge,  generidlyiBpeK^g, 
whether  or  not  the  cotistderatibn  be  ade^uate^*  the 
Court,  plflfinly,  has  no  v^ry  delicate  scales  for  we%lnng 
the  adequacy,  and  comparmg  it  with  the  restraint. 
That  the  covenantors,  in  the  pin^ent  case,  derivci^ 
considerable   benefit   from   their   bargatd  6mnot   be 

doubted, 
(a)  1  P.  Wm,  181. 
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ISM.  doubled.  The  contract  efiabled  them,  as  well  as  the 
other  parties,  to  obtain  the  advaotagte  of  the  railway, 
which,  but  for  this  arrangement,  would,  probably,  nerer 
have  been  constructed.  The  public,  rooreo?er,  obtained 
the  like  benefit;  and  although,  in  the  coutK  of  time 
and  the  progress  of  improvement,  that  ad?aliti^  has 
ceased,  and  it  is  said  that  great  detriment  arises,  both  to 
the  three  iron  works  and  to  the  ccrnimunity,  from  the 
continuance  of  the  restriction,  it  is  plainly  bs  incorrect 
as  it  is  unjust  in  such  a  case  to  judge  by  the  event,  and 
to  measure  the  consideration  for  originally  submitting 
to  the  restraint,  by  the  benefit  now  derived  from  the 
works  then  erected,  making  the  adequacy  of  that  con- 
sideration depend  upon  all  that  has  happened  in  altered 
circumstances;  or,  in  other  words,  allowing  a  party, 
who,  with  his  eyes  open,  made  a  bargain  for  bis  own 
benefit,  and  which  was  really  beneficial  at  the  time,  to 
escape  by  shewing  that  it  has  eventually  become  less  ad- 
vantageous than  he  (expected,  or  even  actually  detri- 
mental. No  case  can  be  found  where  such  a  rule  has 
been  applied,  or  where  any  standard  has  been  resorted 
to  for  trying  the  consideratbn,  except  the  circumstances 
inherent  in  the  contract  itself,  independent  of  accidents 
and  events^ 

The  want  of  mutuality  is,  indeed,  urged  against  this 
covenant ;  it  is  said,  that  though  one  party  is  bound  to 
use  the  railway,  the  other  is  not  boand  to  maintain  it ; 
and  this  is  likened  to  the  case  of  Young  y.  Timmins{a)  in 
the  Exchequer,  and  Smith  v.  Tircmont  (6)  in  this  Court. 
I  think  there  is  some  ground  for  this  argument,  though, 
upon  the  whole,  it  would  not  be  decisive  against  the  cove- 
nant, if  the  covenant  could  stand  in  other  respects ;  for, 
besides  that  an  undertaking  to  keep  the  railway  in  repair 

may 
(tf)  1  Crim,  4*  Jtrv.  551.  (6)  S  Swm,  550. 
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may  be  implied  upon  the  oonstracdoa  of  the  wbolcf  tt  18S4. 
seems  sufficient  to  sajry  that  if  the  covenant  were  other- 
wise binding,  the  covenantors  or  their  assignees  miglit 
have  their  remedy,  if  not  upon  such  implied  covenant, 
certainly  by  being  released  from  their  own  obligation 
as  soon  as  the  railway  &iled  them* 

The  utmost,  therefore,  that  can  be  said  upon  this 
branch  of  the  case  is,  that  such  contracts  deserve  no 
particular  favour.  They  are  at  all  times  somewhat  im- 
provident with  respea  to  the  individuals,  and  the 
public  interest  is  upon  the  whole  more  likely  to  lose 
than  to  gain  by  them.  The  policy  of  the  law  is  against 
theoi,  the  proof  is  thrown  upon  those  who  support 
them,  and  claim  under  them;  and  that  proof  should, 
with  every  thing  belonging  to  the  case  that  rests  on 
them,  be  narrowly  watched* 

Bearing  this  in  mind,  I  now  come  to  an  objectiofr 
of  a  very  serious  nature^  and  which  appears  to  me  of 
itself  sufficient  to  dispose  of  the  present  application  tor 
the  interposition  of  the  Court  by  way  of  injunction. 

The  Trevil  rail-road  was  made  under  the  powers  given 
by  the  Monmouthdare  Canal  Act,  for  the  formation  of 
that  canal,  and  the  cuts  belonging  to  it,  and  of  railways 
and  stone  roads  communicating  from  them  to  the  several 
adjacent  iron  works  in  the  counties  of  Monmouth  and 
Brecon. 

By  the  9ist  section  of  that  act,  the  company  are  limited 
to  certain  rates  of  toll  on  the  railways,  as  well  as  on 
the  cnts.  The  rate  charged  on  lime-stone,  iron,  tic^ 
is  not  to  exceed  2\d.  per  ton  per  mile;  and  by  the 
128th  section,  if  any  persons  are  minded  to  make  a  rail- 
way within  the  distance  of  eight  miles,  they  are  to  give 

the 
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1834.  the  company  notice,  and  if  the  letter  refuse  or  neglect 
for  a  given  time,  they  may  themselves  undertake  it; 
but  no  greater  rate  is  to  be  paid  on  that  raiimiy  than 
the  fi^d.  which  the  company  are  andioriaed  to  charge. 
By  the  129th  section,  however,  persons  may  agree  with 
the  company  and  induce  them  to  undertake  such  rul* 
ways  on  payment  of  toils,  not  exceeding  5d*  per  ton 
per  milew 

Two  objects  are  here  manifestly  in  the  contemplattoa 
of  the  kgislatare,  and  form  the  governing  policy  of  this 
ipportant  part  of  the  act.  First,  a  preference  is  given  to 
the  company,  who  rather  than  any  privi^e  individoab^ 
are  to  make  the  railway;  and  it  is  only  on  their  re- 
fusal or  declining,  that  any  other  parties  are  to  be  at 
liberty  to  undertake  it.  And,  secondly,  the  pobUc^  that 
is,  the  proprietors  of  adjoining  doses,  are  not  to  be 
subject  to  the  strong  powers  of  the  act  (powers  which  it 
has  in  common  with  all  such  acts,  but  which  are  always 
to  be  most  strictly  pursued),  unless  there  is  the  reason- 
able certainty  that  there  will  be  a  considerable  traffic 
on  the  road, — a  traffic  sufficient  to  maintain  it  at  the 
limited  rate  of  charge* 

Now  the  agreement  of  1795  violates  both  these  pro* 
visions,  by  the  covenant  among  the  parties  to  pay  5d*  per 
ton.  It  deprives  the  company  of  its  prior  right  to  make 
the  road  subject  to  the  higher  rate  of  charge,  and  it  de- 
prives the  neighbouring  owners  of  tlie  security  intended 
to  be  given  them  that  their  property  should  not  be  in* 
vaded  unless  a  traffic  of  a  certain  amount  was  to  be 
expected.  All  courts  have,  for  obvious  reasons,  at  all 
times  construed  such  provisions  most  strictly.  Wbat-^ 
ever  is  required  to  be  done  as  condition  precedent  to 
exercising  the  extraordinary  right  of  making  roads  over 
private  property,  has  always  been  exacted  to  the  letter, 

and 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  B9S 

and  tbe.  party  omittiBg  been  hdd  a  treip«8W^  ^  Hcnre       1^. 
tbe  ground  oannot  perhaps  be  said  to  bate  been  takM     ^Ksf^  iT 
by  the  Rail-road  Coaipaoy  until  they  had  pevfermed  rtie         v; 
this^  pveviouriy  ordered  to  be  done;  bac  the  act  ijf     BAxtsr. 
pactiaaoent  hawing  gt?en  a  general  aeciirity  against  tb^e 
eocroachDient  mflees  a  certain  state  of  things  existed, 
that  provisiDn  has  beenrevaded  by  anarfangement  among 
the  parties  wholly  contrary  to  the  plain  intention  of*  ther 
legislature,  and  in  fraud,  if  not  in  defiance  of  it  (a) 

Akfaough  I  oonaider  this  as  being  a  saffident  ground 
for  dissolving  the  in^anctien,  it  is  ikr  teem  bdng  the  atfy 
ground ;  and  i.shall  now  add  dtat,  upon  the  best  con** 
stderatittn  which  I  can  give  to  the  nature  of  tbe  cove(- 
nant^  it  appears  to  me  very  clearly  that  the  coveilant 
doss  not  ran  with  the  land,  and  therefore  is  not  bind* 
ing  upon  the  assignees  of  die  Kendalh.  This  is'  the 
opinion  wbich  I  have  entertained  from  the  moment  I 
saw  it,  and  which  further  reflection  has  only  served  to 
confirm. 

Between  the  estates  of  the  occupiers  ()f  the  three  Iron 
works,  and  the  estates  or  the  persons  of  their  assodiat^ 
in  the  railway  speculation  with  whom  they  covenant, 
there  is  no  privity,  no  connexion  whatever  of  which  the 
law  can  take  notice.  There  is  no  relation  at  all  in  point 
of  fcct,  any  more  than  in  point  of  law.  The  Kendalls 
for  instance,  upon  whose  covenant  the  present  PlaintiflTs 
rely,  contending  that  it  binds  the  Defendants  as  pur-  * 
chasers  of  the  Beaufbrt  Iron  Worics,  did  not  stand  in 
any  such  relation  to  the  other  sbare-holders,  as  from 
its  nature  could  enure  to  afibct  the  property  sold  by 
them.     There  was  no  unity  of  title  in  the  estates  of  the 

contracting 

(a)  See  Lord  KldovL%  observations  in  the  case  of  Blakcmore  y. 
The  Olamorganshire  Canal  J^avigaiion^  1  Afylne  i  Keen,  pp.  162—4. 
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l$S4f  eontnKting  particg ;  the  JHm  wotkg  and  tht  lup»pto  or 
nilimyy  did  not  oome  lo  th«m  sevorally  frooi  the  samt 
owner;  they  were  not  bdd  by  them  severally  uader  the 
eame  iandlord ;  bat  what  is  of  more  importmioe^  iiuw 
■ittdi  at  it  is  by  no  means  dear  tkat  efen  the  Imids  of 
privi^  I  have  meodoned  would  suffiee^  the  parties  did 
not  stand  in  the  relation  of  lessor  and  lessee  towards  eadi 
other;  and  there  is,  therefore^  no  reversionary  mtersst 
now  in  die  covenantees  to  which  the  right  daioMd  i^gainst 
the  assignees  of  the  covenantors  may  be  annexed;  and 
those  ass^ees  are  called  upon  to  perform  the  covenant 
solely  in  respeet  of  the  estate  which  they  have  pnrehased, 
and,  in  respect  of  persons  who»  ezospt  under  that  cove- 
nant, have  no  connexion  whatever  with  the  estaftsw  It 
is  the  case  of  mteto  strsngers;  it  is  a  covenant  by  the 
x>wner  of  a  messuage  and  land  with  the  ownor  of  a  neigh- 
bouring lime  work  and  railnroad,  that  he  and  his  ex- 
ecutors and  assigns^  will  always  use  that  lime  wosk  and 
rBil-road,  for  making  iron  at,  and  carrying  it  from,  such 
messuage* 

Whether  the  word  **  assigns"  in  this  covenanty  wsed 
as  it  is  in  a  very  peculiar  manner  several  times  in  the 
deed^  means  assigns  of  the  works,  or  only  of  the  railway 
shares,  has  been  made  a  question ;  and  if  it  were  neoes- 
aary  to  decide  it  I  incline  much  to  the  latter  constructkm, 
which,  if  adopted,  would  render  it  unnecessary  to  pursue 
the  aigument  further.  But  I  think  this  admits  of  suffi- 
cient doubt  to  make  it  more  advisable  that  the  decision 
should  not  turn  upon  it« 

Assuming  then  for  die  present  that  the  Kendalls  cove* 
nanted  for  their  assigns  of  the  Beatsfini  works,  codd 
they,  by  such  a  covenant  with  parties  who  had  no  rdatfon 
whatever  to  those  works  except  that  of  having  a  lune 
qnarry,  and  a  railway  in  the  neighbourhoodi  bind  all 
f  persons 

IB 
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penoos  who  •bould  becomaownen  of  tbote  workf,  eltbor  ISSS. 
by  purcbAse  or  descent,  at  all  times  to  buy  tbeir  lime  at 
the  quarry  and  carry  tbeir  iron  on  the  railway  ?  Or 
could  they  do  roore»  if  the  covenant  should  not  be  kept» 
than  give  the  covenantees  a  right  of  action  against  tbem^ 
selves  and  recourse  against  their  beirs  and  executors  as 
£ur  as  these  received  assets  ? 

Consider  the  question  first  upon  principle*  There 
are  certain  known  incidents  to  prqperty  and  its  enjoy- 
ment ;  among  others,  certain  burthens  wherewith  it  may 
be  afiected,  or  rights  which  may  be  created  and  en-» 
joyed  over  it  by  parties  other  than  the  owner;  all  which 
incidents  are  recognized  by  the  law.  In  respect  of  pos- 
session, the  property  may  be  in  on^  while  the  reversion 
is  IB  another;  in  respect  of  interestt  the  life  estate  in 
one^  the  remainder  in  tail  in  a  second^  and  the  fee  io 
reversion  in  a  third.  So  in  respect  of  enjoyment,  on« 
may  have  the  possession  and  the  fee  simple,  and  another 
may  have  a  rent  issuing  out  of  it,  or  the  tithes  of  its  pro* 
duce,  or  an  easement,  as  a  right  of  way  upon  it,  or  of 
common  over  it  And  such  last  incorporeal  beredita* 
ment  may  be  annexed  to  an  estate  which  is  wholly 
nnoonnected  with  the  estate  affected  by  the  easementf 
although  both  estates  were  originally  united  in  the  same 
owner,  and  one  of  them  was  afterwards  granted  by  him 
with  the  benefit,  while  the  other  was  left  subject  to 
the  burthen.  All  these  kinds  of  property!  howeveri 
all  these  holdings*  are  well  known  to  the  law  and 
femiliarly  dealt  with  by  its  principles*  But  it  must 
not  therefore  be  supposed  that  incidents  of  a  novel 
kind  can  be  devised  and  attached  to  property,  at  the 
fiuicy  or  caprice  of  any  owner.  It  is  clearly  incon* 
veoient  both  to  the  science  of  the  law  and  to  the  piibUp 
weal,  that  such  a  latibide  should  be  given.  There  can 
be  no  barm  in  allowing  the  fullest  latitude  to  men  in 
Nn  S  binding 
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1834.  binding  themselves  and  their  representatives,  that  is,  their 
assets!  real  and  personal,  to  answer  in  damages  for  breach 
of  their  obligations.  This  tends  to  no  mischief,  and  is  a 
reasonable  liberty  to  bestow ;  but  great  detriment  would 
arise  and  much  confusion  of  rights,  if  parties  were  al- 
lowed to  invent  new  modes  of  holding  and  enjoying  real 
property,  and  to  impress  upon  their  lands  and  tenements 
a  peculiar  character,  which  should  follow  them  into  all 
hands,  however  remote.  Every  close,  every  messuage, 
might  thus  be  held  in  a  several  fashion ;  and  it  would 
hardly  be  possible  to  know  what  rights  the  acquisition  of 
any  parcel  conferred,  or  what  obligations  it  imposed. 
The  right  of  way  or  of  common  is  of  a  public  as  well  as 
of  a  simple  nature,  and  no  one  who  sees  the  premises 
can  be  ignorant  of  what  all  the  vicinage  knows.  But  if 
one  roan  may  bind  his  messuage  and  land  to  take  lime 
from  a  particular  kiln,  another  may  bind  his  to  take 
coals  from  a  certain  pit,  while  a  third  may  load  his  pro- 
perty with  further  obligations  to  employ  one  blacksmith's 
forge,  or  the  members  of  one  corporate  body,  in  various 
operations  upon  the  premises,  besides  many  other  res- 
traints as  infinite  in  variety  a$  the  imagination  can  con- 
ceive; for  there  can  be  no  reason  whatever  in  support  of 
the  covenant  in  question,  which  would  not  extend  to 
every  covenant  that  can  be  devised. 

The  diiFerence  is  obviously  very  great  between  such  a 
case  as  this,  and  the  case  of  covenants  in  a  lease, 
whereby  the  demised  premises  are  fiiFected  with  certain 
rights  in  favour  of  the  lessor.  The  lessor  or  his  assignees 
continue  in  the  reversion  while  the  term  lasts.  The  estate 
is  not  out  of  them,  although  the  possession  is  in  the  lessee 
or  his  assigns.  It  is  not  at  all  inconsistent  with  the 
nature  of  property  that  certain  things  should  be  reserved 
to  the  reversioners,  all  the  while  the  term  continues;  it 
is  only  something  taken  out  of  the  demise,  some  ex- 
ception 
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ception  to  the  temporary  surrender  of  the  enjoyment;  it  1834'. 
is  only  that  they  retain,  more  or  less  partially,  the  use  of 
what  was  wholly  used  by  them  before  the  demise,  and 
what  will  again  be  wholly  used  by  them  when  tliat 
demise  is  at  an  end.  Yet  even  in  this  case,  the  law  does 
not  leave  the  reversioner  the  absolute  licence  to  invent 
covenants  which  shall  affect  the  land  in  the  hands  of 
those  who  take  by  assignment  of  the  term.  The  cove^ 
nant  must  be  of  such  a  nature  as  *^  to  inhere  in  the 
land,''  to  use  the  language  of  some  of  the  cases ;  or  *'  it 
must  concern  the  demised  premises  and  the  mode  of  oc- 
cupying them,"  as  it  is  down  in  others ;  '*  it  must  be  quO' 
dammodo  annexed  and  appurtenant  to  them,"  as  one  au- 
thority has  it ;  or,  as  another  says,  '*  it  must  both  concern 
the  thing  demised,  and  tend  to  support  it  and  support 
the  reversioner's  estate."  Within  such  limits  restraints 
upon  the  land  demised  may  be  imposed,  which  shall 
follow  it  into  the  hands  of  persons  who  are  strangers  to 
the  contract  of  lease,  and  who  only  become  privy  to  the 
lessor  through  the  estate  which  they  take  by  assignment 
in  the  demised  prembes.  But  this  is  no  more  than 
saying  that,  within  such  limits,  the  owner  of  the  land 
may  retain  to  himself  and  his  assignees  of  the  reversion 
a  certain  controul  over,  or  use  of,  the  property  which 
remains  in  himself,  or  which  he  has  conveyed  to  those 
assignees ;  and  that  he  may. so  retain  it,  into  whose  hands 
soever,  as  lessee,  the  temporary  possession  may  have 
come.  Even  he,  the  coniinuing  owner,  is  confined 
within  certain  limits  by  the  view  which  the  law  takes 
of  the  nature  of  property;  and  if  beyond  those  limits  he 
were  to  imagine  a  stipulation,  the  covenant  in  which  he 
should  embody  it  would  not  run  with  the  land,  but 
only  bind  the  lessee  personally,  and  his  representatives. 

It  only  requires  a  litde  attention  to  the  cases,  to  satisfy 

us,  first,  that  even  where  the  privity  of  lessor  and  lessee 

N  n  3  e»stSy 
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1 8S4f0  ^  extttii  there  are  bounds  lo  narrow  to  the  province  of  real 
oofenanti,  as  would  make  the  one  in  question  lie  on  the 
extreme  verge  of  it,  if  it  did  not  fall  without  it ;  secondly, 
that  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  such  a  covenant  being  one 
personal,  collateral,  or  in  gross,  where  there  does  not 
exist  that,  or  some  other  privity  of  estate,  which  accord- 
ing  to  one  or  two  of  the  authorities  only,  and  which  I 
venture  to  doubt,  has  been  held  to  render  real,  covenants 
which  would  otherwise  have  been  personal;  and,  thirdly, 
that  those  covenants  which  have  been  held  real,  except- 
ing, indeed,  such  as  relate  to  tide,  would  have  been 
deemed  collateral  had  there  been  no  privity  in  respect 
of  reversion  or  other  unity  of  title.  As  all  these  propo- 
sitions are  proved  or  illustrated  by  most  of  the  cases, 
there  would  be  no  convenience  in  arranging  them  under 
these  heads ;  it  would  only  lead  to  repetition ;  and  there- 
forei  having  stated  the  propositions  as  the  doctrine  which 
may  be  extracted  from  them,  applicable  to  this  case  es- 
pecially, indeed,  but  embracing  the  subject  at  large,  it 
will  be  better  to  take  the  authorities  in  succession, 

Spencer^s  case  {a)  was  an  action  by  a  lessor  against  the 
assignee  of  the  lessee,  upon  a  covenant  by  the  lessee 
for  himself,  his  executors  and  administrators,  that  he, 
his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  would  build  a 
wall  on  the  premises  demised.  So,  at  least,  is  the  state- 
ment of  the  case,  and  so  it  has  always  been  taken,  par- 
ticularly in  the  excellent  abstract  of  the  resolutions  given 
in  Batty  v»  Wells  {b\  although  the  second  resolution  is 
somewhat  ambiguously  worded.  The  rule  there  laid 
down  is,  that  the  assignee,  being  named,  shall  be  bound 
by  the  covenant  to  build  on  the  land  demised,  because 
he  is  to  take  the  benefit  of  it;  but  that  he  shall  not 
be  bound,  where  the  covenant  is  to  build  on  land  of 

tlie 

(a)  8  R0p.  16.  a.  (b)  8  Serf.  WUi.  85.    Wilm.  S44. 
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IIm  lenor  not  parcel  of  the  demiae.  It  is  hardly  ne«  18S4. 
ocasaiy  to  inquire  whether  this  resolution  would  have 
SQpported  such  a  covenant  as  the  present,  had  that  oc- 
curred in  a  leasee  and  the  action  had  been  brought  on  the 
reversion  against  the  assigns  of  the  lessee ;  but  assu- 
redly the  obligation  to  carry  off  the  produce  of  a  farm 
pr  mine  by  a  particular  way  and  on  certain  terms,  must 
be  allowed  to  have  a  very  different  species  of  annexation 
to  the  land  from  the  covenant  to  build  upon  it  Such 
a  covenant  can  with  difficulty  be  said  to  be  annexed  to 
and  inherent  in  the  thing  demised,  and  certainly  is  not  in 
support  of  it 

Laurence  Pakenhani%  case  (a)  referred  to  by  Lord 
Coke^  was  an  action  by  the  feoffee  of  a  manor  against 
a  prior  and  convent,  upon  a  covenant  with  the  feoffor 
to  sing  in  a  chapel,  parcel  of  the  manor.  It  appears 
from  the  report,  that  it  had  been  a  chantry  dme  out 
of  mind ;  it  is  not  stated  whether  the  convent  was  on 
the  manor  or  had  lands  by  grant  from  the  lord :  but  it 
is  admitted  both  there,  and  in  another  case  (i),  that  the 
covenant  would  not  have  run  with  the  land,  had  it  been 
to  sing  in  a  chapel  not  belonging  to  the  covenantee. 
Upon  the  former  of  these  cases  it  may  be  observed,  that 
the  covenant  was  by  a  corporation,  and  consequently 
no  question  arose  as  to  its  binding  the  assignee  of  the  co- 
venantor, but  only  whether  it  ran  with  the  land  in  favour 
of  the  covenantee's  assignee.  There  the  Chief  Justice^  in 
the  course  of  the  argument,  throws  out  a  remark  with 
respect  to  the  plaintiff  being,  though  a  feoffee,  yet  of 
the  blood  of  the  covenantee,  his  grandson  and  one  who 
might  be  his  heir.  But  laying  these  things  aside^  could 
it  now  be  maintained  that  a  covenant  by  the  purchaser 

of 

(a)  Y.  B.  43  Edw.  5.  fb,  J. 
\b)  Honu^i  case,  Y.  B.  ilHen.  4.  fo.  6,  b. 
Nn4 
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of  a  meonage  within  a  manor  to  exercise  any  trade  then 
beneficial  to  the  lord  or  his  tenant,  as  continually  to 
keep  school,  or  continually  to  have  a  blacksmith's  or 
other  shop,  could  be  saed  upon  by  a  purchaser  of  the 
manor?  nay  more^  that  such  covenant  would  run  with 
the  land,  though  made,  as  in  PakenhanCs  case^  by  a 
party  or  corporation  not  a  purchaser  of  the  messuage  ? 
nay,  as  must  be  contended,  in  order  to  make  that  case  * 
applicable  here,  that  the  lord  or  his  vendee  of  the  manor 
could  sue  any  one  who  might  at  any  distance  of  time 
become,  by  purchase  from  the  covenantor,  owner  of  the 
messuage^  for  not  exercising  therein  the  stipulated  trade? 
In  a  word,  will  the  law  recognise  the  devoting  a  house 
to  this  or  that  trade,  and  impressing  upon  it,  into  whose 
hands  soever  it  may  come,  the  obligation  to  carry  on 
the  trade  for  the  benefit  of  the  manor  or  of  the  other 
property  of  the  party  covenantee,  to  whom  the  house 
originally  belonged  ?  The  law  cannot  do  so,  without 
sanctioning  the  creation  of  a  new  species  of  tenure  by 
means  of  such  covenants. 

Uxbridge  v.  SUxvdand  {a)  arose  upon  a  covenant  in  a 
lease ;  but  the  opinion  of  Lord  Hardwicie  is  merely  an 
obUer  dictumt  the  covenant  on  which  he  decided  being 
held  not  to  run  with  the  land  It  is  not  only  obiUi-^ 
but  the  opinion  is  faintly  stated: — "Had  it  been 
covenanted,"  said  his  Lordship,  "  to  grind  all. the  com 
they  should  spend  ground,  it  might  relate  to  the  pre« 
mises,  and,  running  with  the  land,  bind  the  assignees." 
But  he  afterwards  added,  that  setting  all  this  aside,  and 
supposing  the  assigns  to  be  bound,  they  were  not  there 
shewn  to  be  assigns."  Even,  therefore,  in  the  case  of 
such  a  covenant  as  he  supposes  occurring  in  a  leasee  and 
upon  a  question  with  the  reversioner,  this  is  but  a  slight 
authority. 

IshaU 
(a)  1  Kfi.  sea.  S6. 
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I  shall  mention  Vypt/an  ▼•  Arthur  {a)  next,  becftnse  it  IdSi. 
relates  to  a  similar  covenant,  and  mus^  I  think,  be 
allowed  to  go  further  than  any  other  case  of  the  kind. 
That  was  an  action  of  covenant,  by  the  devisee  of  the 
lessor,  against  the  personal  representative  of  the  lessee, 
upon  a  lease  containing,  in  the  reddendum^  a  reserv- 
ation of  suit  to  the  lessor^s  mill,  by  grinding  there  all  the 
corn  grown  upon  the  land  demised,  which  mill  the 
lessor  had  devised  to  the  plainuff  along  with  the 
reversion  of  the  land  demised.  The  Court  decided  that 
the  action  lay,  upon  the  ground  that  both  the  mill  and 
the  reversion  were  in  the  ownership  of  the  assignee  of 
the  covenantee.  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  expressly  says 
that  his  judgment  is  founded  entirely  upon  this  unity  of 
title;  and  Mr.JxxiAice  Hdroyd  adopts  nearly  the  same 
view,  regarding  the  thing  to  be  done  as  a  rent  service  to 
the  lessor  by  the  tenant  It  is  difficult  to  reconcile  this 
decision  with  Spencer's  case,  and  the  others,  which  hold 
that  the  thing  to  be  done  must  be  on  the  demised 
premises;  and  it  is  equally  difficult  to  avoid  a  suspi- 
cion that  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  thing  in  question,  *• 
grinding  at  a  mill  of  the  lessor^  — •  had  some  influence 
upon  the  Court  in  supporting  the  covenant  as  real. 
The  familiar  idea  of  a  lord's  mill,  and  of  the  mill 
service  due  from  the  soke,  not  unnaturally  mixes  itself 
with  the  consideration  of  such  cases,  and  leads  one  to 
forget,  for  the  moment,  the  origin  of  that  service  in  the 
feudal  relation  of  the  lord  of  the  mill  and  the  manor 
and  the  tenants  of  the  manor.  Accordingly,  the  Court 
speaks  of  **  rent  service,'^  and  says  that  this  was  in  the 
nature  of  such  a  render.  Perhaps  cases  might  >be  put, 
in  which  a  covenant  to  the  lessee  would  not  have  been 
so  certainly  held  real.  Suppose  it  bad  been  to  carry 
all  the  cattle  or  poultry  raised  on  the  farm  to  market 

where 

(a)  lJ7.4'Cr^.410, 
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1BS4«  where  the  lessor  had  pickage  and  stallage^  w  to  pvrchase 
all  cloth  used  upon  it  at  the  lessor's  shop.  It  is  not 
necessary,  for  supporting  the  view  I  take  of  the  case  aft 
bar,  to  determine  whether,  in  a  lease,  such  ooreoanta 
would  have  been  collateral;  but  it  would  probably 
have  been  found  more  difficult  to  hold  them  real»  as 
being  in  the  nature  of  rent  service,  than  where  the 
obligation  referred  to  grinding  at  the  landlord's  milk 

SampMm  v.  Easterbjf{a)  went  upon  the  assumption 
that  the  lessor  had  a  right  to  erect  buildings  on  the 
wastes  and  that,  when  erected,  they  became  bis.  The 
Courts  therefore,  held  the  lessee's  covenant  (or  rather 
implied  covenant,  for  there  was  none  per  dir^dum)  to 
build  on  the  waste^  as  running  with  the  mineral  demised^ 
because  such  building  was  wholly  connected  with  the 
mines,  and  tended  to  their  support,  the  building  he  w«a 
bound  to  raise  being  a  smelting  house. 

In  Tatan  v.  Chajiin  (i),  a  covenant  to  reside  in  the 
demised  premises  during  the  term,  was  held  to  bind  the 
assignees,  though  not  named,  on  the  authority  of  the 
first  and  sixth  resolutions  in  Spencer's  case,  bamg,  it 
was  said,  quodammodo  annexed  and  appurtenant  to  the 
thing  demised,  and  plainly  tending  to  support  ic«  Sup- 
pose tliere  had  been  no  demise  and  no  privity  by  the 
reversion,  could  a  covenant  to  reside  in  a  given  mes« 
suage  bind  assignees  of  a  purchaser,  and  be  sued  upon 
by  the  seller  of  the  messuage?  In  other  words,  can  a 
man,  by  a  covenant  with  a  seller  of  a  house^  bind  all 
who  may  ever  live  in  that  house  after  be  shall  have  sold 
it,  and  his  vendees  sold  it  over  and  over  again,  to  reside 
constantly  in  it?  The  question  answers  itself;  but  it 
also  marks  the  distinction  between  such  cases  and  the 

one 
(fl)  9  B.  Jt  Creu,  505.    S.  C.         tf)  StH.  Black,  135. 
(in  Error)  6  Bing,  644. 
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one  at  bar.  The  like  observation  arises  upon  Jauriain  1B84. 
y*  Wilson  {a\  which  was  a  covenant  to  supply  the  house 
demised  with  water  at  a  given  rate ;  and  upon  Vernon  t« 
Smith  (&),  where  an  act  of  parliament  had,  as  it  were,  con- 
nected the  covenant  to  insure  with  the  reversion,  by  di- 
recting the  money  received  from  the  office  to  be  bestowed 
on  the  demised  premises ;  and  upon  Bally  v.  Welk  {€)i 
which  was  on  a  covenant  by  the  lessee  of  tithes  not  to  let 
the  farmers  of  the  parish  have  any  of  their  tithes  without 
leave  of  the  lessor,  who  was  the  parson,  the  Court  held 
this  to  be  a  covenant  to  compel  whoever  had  the  per* 
ception  of  tithe  to  take  in  kind,  for  the  purpose  of 
excluding  circumstances  that  might  be  made  the  ground 
of  setting  up  moduses;  they  considered  such  a  covenant 
as  onTy  prescribing  a  mode  of  managing  or  occupying 
the  thing  demised,  likened  it  to  an  obligation  to  spend 
the  muck  on  the  land,  and  regarded  it  as  clearly 
tending  to  support  the  estate;  but  they  added  what  is 
very  material  for  our  present  purpose^—**  Here  is  a 
reversion  in  the  lessor,  and  a  privity  between  him  and 
the  assignee/' 

In  the  same  spirit,  Lord  Kenyon^  when  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  on  the  much  contested  and  well 
considered  case  of  Welb  v.  Bussell  (cf),  distinctly  said, 
^<  It  is  not  sufficient  that  a  covenant  is  concerning  the 
land,  but,  in  order  to  make  it  run  with  the  land,  there 
must  be  a  privity  of  estate  between  the  covenanting 
parties/'  Whether  he  would  have  held  the  privity  to 
be  sufficient,  which  existed  in  Vyvyan  v.  AiihuTy  by  the 
unity  of  title  in  the  lessor's  assignee  to  the  premises  de- 
mised, and  to  the  mill  where  the  thing  was  to  be  done,  it  is 
not  necessary  here  to  inquire.  At  least,  it  may  be  said 
that  there  was,  in  that  case,  the  privity  of  the  reversion. 

Nor 

(a)  A  B.  if  Aid.  866.  (c)  3  Serj.  WUt.  85. 

lb)  SB.JtAhLl.  id)  5  T.R.  593. 
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Bailet. 


Nor  is  it,  perhapS)  very  easy  to  reconcile  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  latter  case  with  ^TTie  Mayor  of  Congleton  ▼. 
Pattison  [a\  where  the  thing  to  be  done  was  upon  the 
demised  premises,  although  the  interest  to  which  that 
thing  related  was  not  immediately  and  directly  •  in  the 
lessors.  But  it  is  o^  more  importance  to  observe,  that 
die  present  question  cannot  be  determined  in  favour  of 
the  covenant  binding  the  assignee,  if  that  case  of  7%^ 
Mayor  rf  Congleton  v.  Pattison  is  law,  which  never  has 
been  doubted* 


This  will  appear  still  more  plainly  on  reference  to  Cd^ 
lison  V.  Lettsom  (i),  decided  in  tlie  Common  Pleas  upon 
the  authority  of  that  case.  The  covenant  there  was  by 
the  lessor  owner  of  lands  near  the  premises  demised, 
for  himself,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  give  the  lessee,  his 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  the  preemption  of 
that  neighbouring  land  not  demised.  The  lessor  sold 
both  the  one  parcel  and  the  other,  and  it  was  held  no 
breach  of  the  covenant;  in  the  course  of  the  argu- 
ment, the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  abandoned  the 
ground  that  the  covenant  ran  with  the  premises  demised, 
admitting,  upon  the  authority  of  The  Mayor  rf  Congleton 
V.  Pattison^  that  it  was  collateral, — a  proposition  to 
which  the  Court  assented.  So,  if  the  case  had  been 
reversed,  and  the  lessee  had  covenanted  to  give  pre- 
emption of  other  land  to  the  lessor,  it  follows,  that  the 
assignee  of  the  lessee,  though  also  owner  of  that  other 
land,  would  not  have  been  bound  by  the  covenant. 


In  deciding  Bally  v.  Wells^  the  Court  appears  to 
have  felt  the  force  of  Purfrej/s  case  (c) ;  and  they 
avoided  it,  by  shewing  that  the  covenant  supported  the 

thing 

(a)  10JB«/,150.  (c)  Godh.\^Q,  Moore^^AZ. 

\h)  6  Taunt.  S24, 


Bailey. 
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thing  demised,  and  concerned  the  mode  of  occupying  it.        18S4. 
It  is  plain,  from  the  manner  in  which  the  Chief  Justice     ^'  ^ 
alludes  to  that  case,  that  he  would  have  found  it  much  v. 

more  difficult  to  evade  its  force,  had  he  been  decidingi 
as  the  Court  was  called  upon  to  decide  in  Vyoyan  v. 
Arthur^  that  a  covenant  to  do  something,  on  the  premises 
not  demised,  with  the  produce  of  the  demised  premises 
bound  the  assignee  of  the  lessee,  or  could  be  sued  upon 
by  the  devisee  of  the  lessor. 

I  have  said  nothing  of  the  case  of  The  British  Mu^ 
seum  (a),  because  the  point  analogous  to  the  present  was 
not  there  determined.  Having  been  furnished  with  the 
notes  of  what  passed  upon  the  appeal  motion  in  that 
case,  I  find  that  Lord  Eldon  carefully  guarded  against 
being  supposed  to  give  any  opinion  on  the  question 
whether  the  covenant  ran  with  the  land.  The  decision 
turned  upon  another  view  of  the  case,  which  prevented 
the  question  from  going  to  a  court  of  law,  as  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  had  directed ;  but  I  have  reason  to  believe 
that,  upon  the  question  whether  the  covenant  ran  with 
the  land,  the  opinion  o(  at  least,  some  of  the  common 
law  judges  was  in  the  negative. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  go  into  the  discussion  of  the 
covenant  in  brewers'  leases,  to  take  beer  only  at  the 
lessor's  brewery.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  decision 
having  ever  authorised  the  position,  that  such  a  covenant 
binds  the  assigns  of  the  lessee.  Lord  Kenyan^  having 
occasion  to  mention  the  subject  at  Nisi  Prius  in  Hartley 
v.  PehaU{J)\  said  it  was  a  question  of  some  nicety, 
but  he  was  not  called  upon  to  decide  it.     In  Doe  y. 

Reid 

(«)  The  Buke  of  Bedford  v,  {b)  1  Peake  N.  P.  C.  131. 

The  Trutteet  of  the  BrUuh  Mu* 
teum^  infrhf  page  552. 
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Beid{a%  the  learned  Judges,  as  fiur  at  they  faaodk  llie 
question,  seem  to  think  that  such  covenants  do  not  run 
with  the  hmd*  Lord  Tenterd^n  apparently  guards 
himself  against  being  supposed  to  hold  that  they  do ; 
and  Mr.  Justice  Brnfleyj  upon  the  question,  whether  tb^ 
covenant  did  or  did  not  run  with  the  land,  expressly 
says,  *^  I  think  it  would  be  yery  difficult  to  diew  that 
The  Mayor  of  Congleion  v.  Pattium  does  not  govern 
this  case."  As  the  law  at  present  stands,  I  have  no 
hesitation  in  saying,  that  whoever  would  make  sure  of 
the  benefit  of  such  a  covenant  must  provide  against 
assignment  without  licence,  which  may  enable  him  to 
renew  the  covenant  with  the  assignee  of  the  lease* 


A  careful  exammation  of  the  authorities^  then,  coo* 
firms  the  view  which  I  set  out  with  taking  of  the 
subject,  upon  principle ;  and  shews  that  there  would  be 
considerable  difficulty  in  holding  such  a  covenant  as  the 
one  in  question  to  run  with  the  land,  even  if  there  existed 
between  the  original  parties  to  it,  the  covenantor  and 
covenantee,  that  privity  which  the  enuring  right  of 
reversion  creates  between  the  lessor  or  his  assigns  and 
the  assigns  of  the  lessee ;  that  the  cases,  taken  altogether 
and  sifted,  are  adverse  to  such  a  covenant  being  real 
and  inherent,  even  in  that  case  of  privity;  but  tha^ 
where  no  such  privity  can  be  pretended  to  exist,  as  in 
the  present  instance,  the  covenant  is  pkinly  collateral, 
and  binds  not  the  assignees* 


If  such  would  be  its  construction  at  law,  does  the 
notice  which  the  purchaser  had  of  its  existence  alter  the 
case  in  this  Ck>urt,  upon  an  application  for  an  in* 
junction ;  or  would  it,  upon  the  application,  of  a  co- 
relative  and  co-extensive  nature,  for  a  specific  perform- 
ance? 

(a)  10^.  4*  CfMI.  849. 
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aace?  Certainlj  not  The  knowledge  by  an  assignee  ^  1854. 
of  an  estate^  that  his  assignor  had  assumed  to  bind 
others  than  the  law  authorises  him  to  affect  by  his 
oontracts-*-had  attempted  to  create  a  real  burthen  upon 
property^  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  nature  of  that 
property*  and  unknown  to  the  principles  of  the  law^ 
cannot  bind  such  assignee  by  affecting  his  conscience 
If  it  did,  then  the  illegality  would  be  of  no  conse- 
quence; and  howerer  wild  the  attempt  might  be  to 
create  new  kinds  of  holding  and  new  species  of  estate^ 
and  howerer  repugnant  such  devices  might  be  to  the 
rules  of  law,  they  would  prove  perfecdy  successful  in 
the  result,  because  equity  would  enable  their  authors  to 
prevail;  nay,  not  only  to  compass  their  object,  but  to 
obtain  a  great  deal  more  than  they  could  at  law,  were 
their  contrivances  ever  so  accordant  with  strict  legal 
principle.  This  Court  would  be  occupied  in  compelling 
persons  by  way  of  injunction  and  decree,  to  perform 
covenants  which  the  law  repudiated,  and  for  the  breach 
of  which  no  damages  could  ever  be  recovered. 

A  case  like  this  bears  no  analogy  to  the  ordinary 
case  of  a  purchase  with  notice  of  a  prior  agreement  by 
the  vendor  to  sell  the  premises  to  another.  Such  a 
purchaser  has  done  an  unconscientious  act,  or  at  least 
made  himself  accessory  to  the  unconscientious  act  of  his 
vendor  in  selling  another  man's  property,  and  therefore 
his  bargain  cannot  protect  him  against  the  prior  claim : 
but  that  of  which  he  there  had  notice  was  the  legal  and 
valid  act  of  the  vendor;  whereas  diat  of  which  the  as- 
signees here  had  notice^  was  their  assignor's  covenant 
affiscting  to  bind  the  land,  on  which,  by  law,  it  could 
not  operate.  Observe  how  this  would  apply  to  all 
assignments  of  leaseholds.  Every  assignee  of  a  lease 
has  notice  of  the  lessor's  covenants ;  consequently  no 
covenant,  how  absurd  sotv^i  codd  be  made  by  a  lessee^ 

that 
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1884.        that  would  not  of  necessity  ruD  with  the  hmd  in  equity, 
^  '   '  *^  '     into  whose  hands  soever  the  land  might  come;  and 
V.  all  the  decisions  that  have  been  made  by  the  Courts 

Baiut.  ^j^  respect  to  such  covenants  being  oollateral  or  in 
gross,  would  be  of  no  ayail,  becaose,  though  no  dam- 
ages could  be  recovered  for  the  breach  of  them,  yet  the 
performance  of  them  could  be  enforced  against  every 
assignee  of  the  term,  as  a  party  necessarily  fixed  with 
noUce.  So  a  person  who  had  conveyed  land,  and  sub- 
jected it  to  covenants  in  the  hands  of  his  vendee^  could 
at  once  make  sure  of  those  burthens  following  it  into 
the  hands  of  all  holders  to  whom  it  might  pass,  by 
taking  the  precaution  of  notifying  the  covenants  in  some 
effectual  though  easy  manner,  as  by  publication  in 
some  place  near  the  prembes,  where  the  purchaser 
must  needs  observe  the  announcement.  This  Court  will 
never  interfere,  by  way  of  injuncdon,  or  in  any  other 
more  direct  manner,  to  enforce  such  covenants,  when 
satbfied  that  they  could  receive  no  support  or  counte- 
nance at  law. 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  case  for  this  injunction 
fails  upon  these  grounds,  either  of  which  is  sufficient  to 
support  the  decision :  first,  that  the  agreement  was  in 
violation  of  the  provisions  and  policy  of  the  local  act; 
and,  secondly,  that  the  covenant  on  which  the  relief  is 
claimed  is  not  binding  on  the  assignees.  The  injunction 
must,  therefore,  be  dissolved. 


March  12. 18.      Subsequently  to  the  making  of  the  order  by  which  the 
^h^"V[cl*'^     injunction  was  dissolved,  an  application  was  made  to 

having  been     the  Vice-Chancellor,  on  behalf  of  Richard  S»  Harford^ 
made  co-  <«•  * 

Plaintiffi  in  «^^^ 

the  bill  with- 
out their  privity  or  conient,  on  their  appUcation  an  order  was  made*  with  cofti^ 
that  their  names  should  be  struck  out  as  Plaintifil^ 
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Jokn  Harjbrd^  and  mttiam  W.  Davis,  three  of  the 
shareholders  in  the  Trevil  Raihoad  Company,  who  were 
named  as  co-plaintiffi  in  the  suit,  that  their  names 
might  be  straok  out  of  the  bill  as  plaintiffs,  with  costs 
to  be  paid  by  the  other  plaintiffs  or  their  solicitors.  His 
Honor  having  refused  the  application,  the  motion  was  now 
renewed,  by  way  of  appeal,  before  the  Lord  Chancellor. 

From  the  affidavits  filed  upon  the  motion,  it  appeared 
that,  at  the  general  yearly  meeting  of  the  shareholders 
held  in  May  1833,  the  subject  of  protecting  the  in- 
terests of  the  Railroad  Company  against  the  threatened 
encfoacfaments  of  Messrs.  Bailey  came  under  consider- 
ation, and  the  probable  necessity  of  resorting  to  legal 
measures  for  that  purpose  was  a  good  deal  discussed ; 
bnt  neither  on  that  occasion,  nor  afterwards,  was  the 
institution  of  any  such  measures  actually  authorised ; 
and  a  proposal  then  made  that  a  committee  should  be 
appointed,  with  power  to  take  legal  proceedings  against 
persons  infringing  the  rights  of  the  Company  was  aban- 
doned, after  having  been  opposed  by  a  person  who  was 
present  as  the  agent  and  proxy  of  Messrs.  Harjbrd  and 
Daoisi  and  who  expressly  protested  that,  before  any  such 
proceedings  should  be  determined  on,  a  special  meeting 
ought  to  be  called.  It  further  appeared,  that  Messrs. 
Harford  and  Davis  had  a  similar  interest  with  Messrs. 
Bailey  in  refusing  to  comply  with  the  covenants  con- 
tained in  the  deed  of  1795,  and  that  this  interest  was  well 
known  to  the  persons  present  at  the  general  meeting. 

Mr.  PepySy  Mr.  Knight,  and  Mr.  Jacob  supported  the 
motion. 

Sir  Edward  Sugden  and  Mr.  Lynch  opposed  it. 

Vol.  IL  O  o  The 


iSQ  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Tke  Lord  Chancellor  said,  that,  inasmuch  as  die 
Plaintiffi  stood  in  the  relation  of  partners  to  each  otber^ 
less  evidence  certainly  would  suffice  to  fix  the  partiw 
making  the  application,  with  haying  retained  the 
solicitors,  or  with  having  authorised  the  commenoemeot 
of  the  sait,  than  woald  have  been  required  had  they  been 
strangers.  The  general  presumption,  however,  which 
would  arise  in  the  ordinary  case  of  partners,  and  would 
render  slighter  evidence  sufficient,  was  here  repelled  by 
the  circumstance,  that,  with  reference  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  tlie  suit,  Messrs.  Harford  and  Davis  stood  in  a 
peculiar  situation,  which  rendered  it  in  the  highest  degree 
unlikely  that  they  should  desire  the  success  of  these 
proceedings;  for,  besides  their  interest  as  holders  of 
shares  in  the  railroad,  they  had  works  of  their  own^ 
which  gave  them  the  same  interest  with  the  Defendants 
in  resistinig  the  Company's  claims.  That  no  general 
authority  existed  in  one  partner  to  bind  his  co-partners 
by  retaining  an  attorney,  or  commencing  a  suit  or  an  ac- 
tion, was  clear.  It  had  not  been  maintained  that  there 
was  any  case  against  the  three  individuals  now  moving^ 
unless  the  circumstances  should  be  deemed  sufficient 
to  prove  a  special  authority ;  and  it  would  be  strange 
indeed,  if  a  Chancery  suit,  or  an  action  at  law,  were 
held  to  form  part  of  the  ordinary  course  of  the  part- 
nership business,  (with  respect  to  which  alone  partners 
could  bind  each  other  by  their  acts,)  when,  unless  in  the 
particular  and  excepted  case  of  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy, and  that  only  by  deference  to  long  established 
usage,  {Ex  parte  Mitcfiell  {a),)  one  partner  was  unable  to 
bmd  another  by  executing  a  power  of  attomqr,  or  by  a 
submission  of  disputed  claims  to  arbitration.  The 
judgment  below  had  not  been  rested  upon  any  such 
grounds;  nor  did  any  case  in  any  court,  certainly  not 

HoUkiri 

(a)  14  r«|.  597. 
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HolkirJc  V.  HoVcirk  (a),  give  the  least  countenance  to  so        18S4. 
extraordinary  a  doctrine.     But  his  Honor,  regarding 
the  peculiar  circumstances  in  this  case,   had  thought 
there  was  enough  to  shew  an  authority  given  by  Messrs. 
Harford  and  Ikcoiz.    In  that  conclusion  his  Lordship 
could  not  concur ;  for,  after  a  careful  and  attentive  re- 
view of  all  the  facts  of  the  case,  no  doubt  remained  btt 
his  mind,  that  the  names  of  these  three  persons  wel^  used 
without  due  authority — indeed,  contrary  to  their  ktiOWfl 
desire —  by  those  who  were  well  assured  that,  had  they 
asked  for  any  such  authority,  it  would  certainly  have  been 
Infused,  atid  who,  for  that  reason,  abstained  from  making 
tlie  request.     Such  proceedings  were  to  be  regarded 
with  much  displeasure.    They  were  extremely  Impropef 
towards  the  individuals,  and  they  were  highly  unbe- 
coming towards  the  Court.     Cases  might  be  put,  in 
which,  by  su<:h  unauthorised  and  unjustifiable  conduct^ 
both  the  parties  whose  names  were  used,  and  the  Courts 
whose  process  was  abused,  might  find  themselves  placed 
iti  a  situation  of  considerable  embarrassment,  and  from 
which,  according  to  any  known  course  of  procedure,  it 
would  be  extremely  difficult  satistactorily  to    escape. 
The  order  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  must)  therefore,  be 
discharged;  and  an  order  made,  according  to  the  terms 
of  the  motion,  for  striking  out  the  names  of  Messrs. 
Hatfird  and  Mr.  Dam  as  Plaintiffi  in  the  suit. 

(a)4  3fad50. 
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m«.  The  DUKE  of  BEDFORD  v.  The  TRUSTEES 

^  ^;  of  the  BRITISH  MUSEUM.* 

Where  land  ifl  "OY  a  setdement  made  ia  the  year   1669,  on  the 

fee^byiS  marriage  of  Uie  Lady  Machel  Vavghan  widi  the 

of  feoffment,  Honourable  William  Russell^  afterwards  Lord  Russell^ 

subject  to 

a  perpetual  a  messuage  called  Southampton  House^  and  the  appur- 

Sduf  7°^  tenances,  together  with  some  fields  adjoining,  situate  at 

offee  cove-  Bloomsbtoy  in  the  parish  of  St.  Giles,  in  the  county  of 

hiraielf^  hii  Middlesex,  and  then  the  property  of  Lady  B.  Vaugkatif 

hdrs  and  were  conveyed  to  trustees,  upon  such  trusts  as  she  alone 

the  feofibr,  should,  in  manner  therein  mentioned,  appomt. 
the  owner  of 


landB,  his  By  indenture  of  feoffment  of  the  19di  of  June  1675, 

torTadmSls.  ^^^^  between  the  Honourable  WiUiam  Bussell  and  Lady 

traton,  and  Rachel  Vaughan,  his  wife,  of  the  first  part,  the  trustees 

use^c  luid  ^^  ^^^  settlement  of  the  second  part,  and  the  Right 

in  a  particular  Honourable  Ralph  Montagu  of  the  third  part,  it  was 
manner,  with        .  ,      ,       .  .i        .  n  ^^^^.  t  .» 

a  view  to  the    witnessed,  that  m  consideration  of  2600/.  to  the  said 

more  ample  William  R;usseU  and  his  wife  paid  by  the  said  Ralph 
enjoyment  by  r  j  jt 

the  feofibr  of  Montagu,  and  of  the  covenants  thereinafter  mentioned, 
inglanJrand  ^^  ^^*  P^*"^  ^°  ^  performed,  and  of  55,  paid  to  the 
the  subsequent  trustees  (which  sums  were  acknowledged  to  have  been 
feoffor,  or  of    I'eceived  for  the  absolute  purchase  of  the  piece  of  ground 

thoie  claim-  thereinafter  mentioned),  they  the  said  William  Russell 
mg  under  him, 

have  80  aU  and  his  wife,  and  by  their  direction  and  appointment 
tered  the  cha-  ^t.  _ 

racterand  "^^ 

th  "'^d*^'^  ?^         •  The  reportew  are  indebted  for  the  statement  of  this  case  to 
lands  that,         *^®  kindness  of  Mr.  Jacob, 
with  reference 

to  the  land  conveyed,  the  restriction  in  the  covenant  ceases  to  be  applicable  accord- 
ing to  the  intent  and  spirit  of  the  contract,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  interpose  to 
enforce  the  covenant,  but  will  leave  the  parties  to  law. 

Whether  upon  such  u  covenant  thef«  could  be  any  remedy  at  law  against  the 
assigns  of  the  covenaiitor,  quvsrt^ 
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the  trustees,  granted,  bargained,  sold,  aliened,  released,  .  1S22.. 
enfeofied,  and  confirmed  unto  the  said  Ralph  Montagu^  'Hi  Duke  of 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  a  piece  of  land  lying  in  a  field  Bedford 
called  Baler's  Fields  in  Si*Giles%  containing  seven  acres  j^^  Trustees 
and  twenty-five  perches,  described  in  a  map  annexed,  oftheBniTiBH 
and  abutting  eastward  in  part  upon  the  messuages 
lately  erected  by  Mary  Hudson^  and  in  other  part  upon 
other  part  of  Baber^s  Fields  northwards  on  Baber^s  Field 
aforesaid,  westward  in  part  upon  the  messuage  then  in 
the  occupation  of  John  Morris^  and  in  other  part  upon 
'Baber*s  Field  aforesaid,  southward  upon  Great  Bussell 
Street  in  Bloomsbury  aforesaid ;  and  also  the  wall  encom- 
passing the  said  parcel  of  ground ;  and  also  five  feet  and 
four  inches  of  ground  in  breadth,  extending  the  whole 
front  of  the  said  ground  abutting  upon  Great  Bussell 
Street^  and  lying  without  the  south  wall,  to  be  pallisaded, 
and  as  a  security  for  the  said  wall ;  and  also  a  way  and 
free  passage  for  foot,  horses,  coaches,  carts,  and  all 
manner  of  carriages  in,  by,  through,  and  over  the 
grounds  of  the  said  William  Russell  and  Lady  Rachel 
Vaughojij  then  used,  or  which  thereafter  should  or 
might  be  used,  in  lieu  of  those  that  were  then  used  for 
or  as  streets  in  the  said  parish  unto  the  said  piece  of 
'ground,  or  any  part  thereof,  in  case  there  should  be  any 
alteration  thereof,  and  other  ways  belonging  to  the  said 
premises,  or  then  used  with  the  same;  and  also  free 
liberty  and  authority  to  make  or  open  two  doors  or 
passages  out  of  and  through  the  wall  on  the  north  part 
of  the  premises,  and  to  continue  the  same;  and  also  full 
power  and  free  liberty  to  make  all  such  sewers,  water- 
couffses^  sinks,  gutters,  drains^  sewers,  conveyances  for 
bringing  in  of  water,  and  other  easements  as  should 
be  fit  or  necessary  for  the  accommodation  of  the 
messuages  and  outbuildings  intended  to  be  built  upon 
the  said  piece  of  land,  under  ground,  and  southwards 
unto  the  said  places  then  used  for  streets,  add  unto  aiid 
O  o  3  into 


gS4  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1«W.       into  the  common  sewer  belonging  to  the  buildiogt  in 

llirDuke^of  -B^^*'""*^*  commonly  called  ScMampim  Buadhgg^ 

Ba^rotD     and  to  continoe  the  same,  closing  up  the  ground  and 

Thc-^ostici  m«*>ng  W  ^^  pavements  that  should  bs  broken  «ar 

oftiieBntTzsH  doing  the  same;  to  hold  the  same  to  the  use  of  the  said 

V^isom.     j2^  MimtagUi  and  his  hehs  and  assigns  far  ever, 

fHibject  to  a  rent  oF  BL  per  annum  to  LaAf  R.  Vat^hmy 

her  hws  and  assigns,  which  be  covenanted  to  pay,  and 

for  the  recovery  of  which  a  power  of  distress  was  given. 

The  deed  then  conteined  a  covenant  to  levy  a  fin^  and 

covenants  for  tide. 

In  consideration  of  the  premises,  Ralph  Matrtagu  then 
covenanted  with  Lady  R.  Vaughan^  her  heirs,  execators, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  that  in  case  be,  his  heirs  or 
assigns,  should  enact  any  building  upon  the  said  gnMmd, 
or  any  part  therec^,  he  or  they  should  erect  and  new- 
build  upon  the  said  i^ece  of  ground  one  fair  and  lai^ 
messuage  and  dwelling-house,  fit  for  him  and  his  family 
to  inhabit,  composed  of  an  uniform  buildings  ixigetber 
with  all  convenient  stables,  eoach-houses,  and  other  out- 
offices  suitable  to  the  said  mansion  or  dwelling-kouse; 
and  further  should  also  keep  fenced  in  with  a  brick  waU 
the  residue  of  the  said  piece  of  ground,  and  dionld 
make  thereout  a  convenient  court  yard,  and  on  the  back 
part  thereof  sliould  leave  space  sufficient  for  convenient 
gardens  and  walks,  and  should  not  make  any  public  or 
other  way  out  of  the  said  piece  of  ground  unto  the 
fields  lying  northwards  of  the  same,   save  only  two 
doors  out  of  the  said  garden  to  be  made  for  the  accom- 
modation of  the  inhabitants  in  the  said  chief  mansion-- 
house for  walking  into  and  taking  the  air  in  the  said 
fields,  nor  should  erect  any  public  brewbonse  on  the 
said  piece  of  ground,  nor  make  any  buildings  on  the 
said.ground^  save  only  convenient  offices  for  the  said 
chief  iqeaniag^  and  ornaments  and  convenkncea  for  tke 

said 
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said  gftrdoO)  Ae  walls  of  diose  to  be  of  brick  or-  stop ^  isl- 
and not  of  timbers  and  farther  should  pg¥e,  and  mahe,  rhBuS^ot 
ropair»  and  amend  the  pavemait  from  the  outward  waU  B»mo|id 
of  the  said  messuage  to  the  jniddle  of  the  stceet  tbese^  3lMi^£aiifles 
and  should  fix  posts  and  pales  in  the  street  ne^it  to  tl^,  efthefiancMa 
said  wall,  to  range  even  with  the  rest  of  the  street;  and 
sboold  not  make  any  watercoorse^  drain^  or  eewer  out 
.of  the  aaid  piece  of  ground  backwaids  northward  imlo 
the  said  fie]^*  nor  erect  any  baildiog  on  the  outcormost 
.Wall  of  the  said  ground  next  to  the  said  fiel^»  He 
further  covenanted  with  Lady  JR.  Vangkan^  her  heirs 
and  assigns,  that  if  he,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  or  any  of 
them,  should  at  any  time  thereafter  erect  any  boildings, 
of  what  nature  soever,  on  the  north  end  of  the  said 
piece  of  groimdy  and  which  should  extend  nortbvaifl 
beyond  the  range  and  building  of  Saidhamfton  Homf^ 
situate  near  thereunto^  other  than  one  or  more  summer 
house  or  houses,  banqueting  boose  or  houses,  for  the 
acoommoda^n  of  the  garden  to  be  made  in  the  said 
ground,  or  what  should  be  for  the  enhurgement  of  the 
great  mansion-house^  or  sIuKdd  make,  or  cause  or 
permit  to  be  made,  any  watercourse,  drain,  or  sewer 
out  of  the  said  ground,  into  the  said  fiehk  backwards 
northward,  or  should  build  or  make  any  public  brew* 
house  upon  the  said  piece  of  ground,  then  he^  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  should  forfeit  and  pay  to  the  saidLac^y 
JR.  VaughoHy  her  heirs  and  assigns,  SA  per  day  so  l<Hig 
as  the  said  building  or  brewbouse,  watercourse,  drain, 
or  sewer,  should  continue,  and  until  the  said  building  or 
brewbouse  should  be  taken  down,  and  such  waterooonse, 
drain,  or  sewer  should  be  stopped  up,  and  the  ground 
made  in  the  same  plight  as  it  was  in  before  the  making 
such  watercourse^  drain,  or  sewer.  The  deed  then 
contained  a  power  of  distress  for  recovering  this  ren^ 
and,  lastly,  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  William  Bussdl 
and  Lady  R,  Vmsghafif  that  they,  or  die  heln  or  assigns 
of  the  latter,  should  not  make  any  drain,  wateitM>urse^ 
O  o  4  standing 
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standiag  ditob,  or  sewer  widiin  500  fiset  norihward  of 

the    wall    which    encompassed    the    ground   thereby 

fiBonos   .  granted,  which  should  be  any  annoyance  or  be  oflEensure 

ThelViisMs  ^  ^^  ^"^  JSalph  Montagu^  hk  heirs  or  assigns^  owners 

of  theBtatisB  of  the  said  ground. 

MiiieulH. 

By  indentures  dated  in  1682,  new  trustees  were  ap* 
pointed  of  the  settlement  of  1669 ;  and  in  the  year  1685; 
William  Lord  Bussell  being  dead,  the  trustees  reconveyed 
the  legal  estate  to  Lady  B.  Vaughanj  then  Lady  JtussdL 

In  pursuance  of  the  covenants,  a  mansion-hoose,  with 
offices,  was  built  by  itontagu  upon  the  ground  conveyed 
to  him ;  and  diat  mansion-house  having  been  destroyed 
by  fire,  another  was  subsequently  erected  oa  the  same  site. 
Soon  after  the  establishment  oFtbe  British  Museum  under 
the  authority  of  an  act  of  parliament  passed  in  the  26th 
year  of  the  reign  of  his  Majesty  George  II.,. this  house 
and  premises,  known  by  the  name  of  Moniagu  House^ 
were  purchased,  and  were  vested  in  trustees  for  tlm 
purposes  of  that  institution. 

The  estates  of  Lady  BtisseU  in  Bloom^mry  had  beoome 
vested  in  the  Plaintiff  in  fee,  subject  to  leases  of  some 
parts  of  them ;  and  houses  had  been  erected  and  streets 
formed  on  the  north,  east,  and  west  sides,  adjacent  to 
the  Museum,  and  some  of  them  overlooking  the  gardens. 
The  yearly  rent  oF  5i.  was  paid  to  the  Plaintiff,  who 
claimed  under  Lady  BusseU^  not  by  descent,  but  as  a 
purchaser.  The  mansion-house,  originally  called  Souik*' 
ampton  House^  and  afterwards  Bedford  Houses  stood  fbr-i 
merly  on  the  north  side  of  Bloomsbwy  Squares  it  was 
pulled  down  in  the  year  1800,  to  make  way  for  streets 
and  buildings  which  were  erected  on  its  site. 

The.  bill  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of  obtaimng  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendants,  the  trustees  of  the 

Britidi 
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British' Museumt  from  proceeding  to  raise  in  the  gardens       ISfPZl 
certain  additional  baildings  which  they  had  it  then  in  •!  ihik  If 
contemplation  to  erect.    The  intended  additions  were      Bbwck^ 
designed  for  the  reception  of  the  statue^  and  other  ^j^eMstees 
monuments  of  ancient  art  brought  from  Qreece  by  the  dftheBlii^^isK 
Earl  of  Elgin,     They  were  to  consist  of  a  wing  sixty 
feet  in  height,  joining  die  principal  bnilding  at  the 
eastern  extremity,  and  extending  from  it  into  the  garden 
northwards  to  the  distance  of  two  hundred  and  ninety 
feet     On  the  western  side  a  similar  wing  had  been  built 
about  the  year  1805,  extending  northwards  about  one 
hundred  and  forty  feet ;  it  was  designed  to  lengthen  the 
latter,  so  as  to  correspond  with  that  to  be  built  on  the 
east.    These  wings,  if  erected,  would  extend  northward 
considerably  beyond  what  had  been  the  line  of  the  range 
and  building  oi  Sotdhamptan  House. 

A  motion  was  made  for  an  injunction  before  the  Vice- 
Chancellor,  Sir  J.  Leach^  who  ordered  a  case  to  be  stated 
for  tlie  opinion  of  a  court  of  law  upon  the  question  whether 
the  Plaintiff  could  maintain  an  action  of  covenant  to  re- 
cover damages  in  respect  of  the  erection  of  buildings  to 
the  northward  of  the  line  ot  Southampton  House:  directing 
that  it  should  be  stated  in  the  case  that  the  covenant  in 
the  deed  of  1675  was  made  with  the  trustees,  and  the 
rent  reserved  to  them,  and  not  to  Lady  B.  Vcmghan. 

From  this  order  the  Plaintiff  appealed,  and  renewed 
bis  motion  for  an  injunction;  and  as  the  Defendants 
were  equally  dissaibfied  with  the  Vice-Chancellor's  order, 
and  had  intended  also  to  appeal,  it  was  arranged  between 
the  parties  that  the  question  should  be  considered  as  if 
it  were  before  the  Court  upon  cross-motions  of  appeal.   ^ 

The  motion  was  heard  by  Lord  Chancellor  Eldon^ 
assisted  by  Sir  T.  Plumer,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Mr. 
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1829.  Mr.  Skadwell,  Mr.  Uttkdale,  Mr.  Aberermigi^  and 

The  DMk^'of  ^^'  ^'  '^  ^"^'^  ''^'^  ^®  Plaintiff,  (a) 

BfiDFO&ll 

TbeTrarteot       ^^^^Q  parties  come  for  equitable  relief  by  iojonctioni 
oftheBftixiiH  they  are  not  boand  to  shew  that  the  agreement  or  co- 
'^^  '      veoant  on  which  their  daim  \»  foonded  is  of  sach  a 
nature  that  damages  m^ht  be  recofered  on  it  at  law^ 
It  is  unnecessary,  thereforei  to  consider  whether  the  co- 
venant in  this  deed  is  one  which  runs  with  the  land* 
Whether  that  be  so  or  not,  it  is  dear  that  in  the  dr- 
cuinstances  of  this  particular  case,  no  acUon  oould  be 
maintained  upon  the  covenant  by  the  present  Plaintiff; 
for  at  the  time  when  the  covenant  was  made  with  Lady 
Bachd  Vaughan^  her  heirs  and  assigns,  she  had  only  an 
equitable  interest  in  the  property,  the  leg^  seisin  being 
in  the  trustees  of  her  marriage  setdement;  although,  if 
that  Lady  were  now  alive,  she  might  in  her  own  person 
enforce  the  cpvenant  at  law,  according  to  the  doctrine 
laid  down  in  the  case  of  Stakes  v.  Bussell.{b)    But  against 
technical  objections  arising  out  of  a  formal  defect  of  this 
Hind,  the  Court,  if  the  justice  of  the  case  required  it, 
would  rdieve,  as  indeed  the  Vice-Chancellor  has  done^ 
by  directing  the  covenant  to  be  stated  in  such  a  fi>rm 
that  the  defendants  shall  not  be  at  liberty  to  avail  them- 
selves  of  any  circumstance  which  might  prevent  the  ques^ 
tion  from  being  fairly  raised,  and  determined  at  law. 

Assuming,  however^  fliat  no  action  could  be  main- 
tained against  these  Defendants  upon  the  covenant  even 
as  the  Vice-Chancellor  has  stated  it,  the  question  would 
still  remain,  whether  so  much  of  plain  and  manifest  intent 
and  agreement  is  not  disclosed  upon  the  face  of  the  in- 
strument; 

(<i)  The  report  of  the  argu-         (b)  S  T.  R.  678,;  and  see  WM 
ment  and  judgment  is  abstracted      y.  Eustell^  ibid.  39S, 
from   the    short-hand    writer's 
note. 
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stratnent  that  a  eourt  of  equity  ought  to  interfere,  not-       1893. 

withstandiog  the  defects  of  the  covenant  in  a  legal  tiew.   J!  *  -  '■  "* 

A  court  of  equity,  in  construing  agreements,  looks  to      Bedwed 

the  substantial  meaning  of  the  parties,  and  not  merely  ^.   ^T*  ^ 

to  the  expressions  which  they  have  used.    In  Morris  v»  oftheBunut 

lessees  of  Lard  Berkeley  {a)y  Lord  Hardtmcke,  on  an      ««'*««"^ 

application  to  continue  an  injunction  against  building, 

says,    **  Whoever  comes  into  this   Court  on  such  a 

right,  must  found  it  either  on  defendant's  building  sO 

as  to  stop  ancient  lights  for  which  he  has  prescription 

(notwithstanding  that  he  must  lay  a  particular  prescript 

tion),   or  else  on   some  agreement,  either  proved  or 

reasonable  presumption  thereof^'*— -an  observation  which 

admits  that  a  person  may  have  a  seisin  in  land,  subject 

to  an  agreement,  restraining  him  from  so  using  it  as  to 

interfere  with  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  land  of  ano^ 

ther  person.   The  doctrine  as  to  the  agreement  running 

witli  the  land  seems  therefore  to  be  carried  further  here 

than  it  would  be  in  a  court  of  law.      The  cases  of 

Hobsofi  v.  Trevor  (J),  Cannel  v.  Buckle  (c),  and  Chilliner 

T»  Chilliner  {d),  are  authorities,  among  many  others,  to 

shew  that,  in  construing  agreements  of  this  description, 

the  Court  regards  the  substance  rather  than  the  form  of 

the  instrument;  and  Lord  Macclesfield^  in  the  course  of 

his  judgment  in  the  two  former  cases,  states  distinctly 

that  the  proposition  there  contended  for,  that  where  an 

action  fbr  damages  cannot  be  brought  at  law  on  an  agree* 

ment,  no  suit  will  lie  in  equit\'  for  a  specific  perform- 

ance,  is  altogether  unfounded.     The  decision  in  the  case 

of  Martin  v.  Nutkin  {e),  where  it  was  perfectly  clear  that 

the  agreement,  both  in  its  form  and  substance,  was  of 

such  a  kind  that  no  action  could  be  brought  upon  it  at 

law,  is  a  strong  illustration  of  the  same  principle. 


Upon 


(a)  2  F<«.  sen.  455.  {d)  S  Veu  sen.  588. 

lb)  2  P.  Wmt.  191.  (e)  2  P.  Wm.  266. 

(c)  Ibid.  24S. 
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'  lS22iw  Upon  the  particnlar  language  and  provisions  of  this 

Thei)  ktf  f  ^^  ^^  intent  and  meaning  of  the  parties  are  clear 

Bxjupo&o      and  indisputable.    The  intention  was,  that  a  large  and 

The  TnatoBB  handsome  mansion,  fit  for  the  residence  of  a  nobleman, 

ofthefiBittsK  or  gendeman  of  foitune,  and  his  family,  should  be  built 

^""^     upon  the  ground,  and  that  the  land  behind  the  mansion 

should  be  kept  as  an  open  garden ;  that  no  brewhouse 

should  be  erected  on  any  part  of  it;  at  all  events,  no 

building  which  should  extend  beyond  the  line  otSoutk-^ 

ampton  House  on  the  north,  the  object  being  to  keep  the 

area  behind  Southampton  House  free,  and  to  confine  the 

new  mansion   of  Mr.  Montagu  to  the  south  of  the 

northern   line  of  Southampton  House.     There  is  aa 

express  proviso  that  no  building  shall  be  erected  on 

the  land  by  Mr.  MontagUf  his  heirs  and  assigns,  which 

shall  extend  northwards  beyond  the  line  of  Southampton 

House;  and  a  penalty  of  S/.  per  day  is  imposed  so  long 

as  the  agreement  shall  continue  to  be  broken  in  that 

particular. 

If  these  stipuladons  had  been  contained,  not  in  a  deed, 
but  in  a  mere  agreement,  and  the  parties  acting  in 
the  confidence  that  such  agreement  would  not  be 
disturbed  had  severally  performed  their  parts  of  it, 
and  had  observed  its  provisions  for  a  long  period,  this 
Court  would  not  afterwards  permit  it  to  be  infringed  by 
either.  In  like  manner,  if  an  absolute  conveyance  had 
been  made  of  the  land,  upon  trust  to  permit  part  of  it 
to  be  enjoyed  by  Mr.  Montagu,  provided  he  observed 
the  stipulations,  the  Court  would  interpose  on  behalf 
of  the  other  cestui  que  trust,  to  restrain  any  subsequent 
act  of  his  which  was  a  violation  of  the  trust,  although 
it  might  be  doubtful  in  whom  the  legal  estate  bad 
become  vested.  The  timg  that  has^elapsed^  can  make 
.  no  difference.  If  Lord  and  Lady  Russell  could  have 
;   applied  to  this  Court   the  day  after  the  deed    was 

executed 
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executed,  to  enforce  the  terms  of  the  agreement  speci- 1      1822. 
fically,  the  Plaintiff  is  equally  entitled  to  do  so  at  the!    ^^^^^T^^ 
present  moment.    The  exception  contained  in  the  pro-      Bii>»omj> 
viso  with  respect  to  a  summer  house  or  banqueting   i«i,^iYii8tee9' 
house,  or  other  houses  for  the  accommodation  of  the  ofcbefiaiTiBic 
garden,  or  what  shall  be  for  the  enlargement  of  the         "■**"* 
great  mansion,  can  never,  in  fairness,  be  applied  to  such 
a  building  as  the  Defendants  have  it  contemplation  to 
erect.    The  addition  is  not  intended  to  be  uniform 
with  the  original  mansion ;  neither  is  that  mansion  and 
the  proposed  wing  occupied,  or  intended  to  be  occupied, 
in  the  way  the  contracting  parties  contemplated — as  the 
residence  of  a  nobleman  and  his  family,— but  for  a 
totally  different  purpose ;  and  it  will  extend  considerably 
to  the  north  of  what  was  the  line  of  SotUhampton  House. 

Upon  t\ie  face  of  the  deed,  it  appears  that  houses  had 
been  erected  on  part  of  the  adjacent  land;  and  from  the 
Express  mention  of  *'  streets  which  might  thereafter  be 
built,''  it  is  clear  that  the  erection  of  other  buildings  was 
contemplated.  It  cannot  fairly  be  inferred,  therefore^ 
to  have  been  the  intention  of  Lady  Rachel  Vaughau 
that  the  adjacent  land  not  conveyed  to  'hllT.  Montagu 
should  remain  for  ever  in  the  state  in  which  it  then  was; 
nor  can  it  be  maintained  that  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  persons 
under  whom  he  claims,  have  been  guilty  of  any  breach 
of  good  faith  in  altering  that  state.  All  that  the  deed 
provides  in  favour  of  the  feoffee  is,  that  there  shall  be 
two  exits  or  passages  out  of  the  garden  towards  the 
north,  by  which  lAr.  Montagu  and  bis  family  were  to 
have  liberty  to  go  out  and  take  the  air  in  the  fields; 
and  those  passages  have  been  preserved  to  the  present 
day.  That  is  in  the  nature  of  a  privilege  or  indulgence 
to  the  grantee,  and  ought  not  to  receive  a  larger  inter- 
pretation  thna  the  plain  import  of  the  words*    Such 

words 
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ISfii.       words  n^ver  coold  mean  to  give  the  MtmiagMS  a  right  of 

The  Duke  6T  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^®  fields,  or  to  impose  on  the  Saissdl  family 

BaavouD      the  obligation  of  keeping  the  fields  open  for  thft  benefit 

TfaeXnistett  of  the  Mon/ogttf  in  all  time  to  come* 
ofdieBunsK 

The  AftoniQ^Generol  (Sir  R  Qifford)^  Mr.  tVeAerettf 
Mr«  Puller^  and  Mr.  jBftj^A^  for  the  Defendants>  eon- 
tended,  that  the  order  of  the  Vioe-Chancellor,  directing 
a  case  to  be  stated  for  the  opinion  of  a  court  of 
law,  was  unnecessary  and  improper,  because  inde« 
pendently  of  the  question  of  l^[al  right,  the  circun>* 
stances  of  the  case  were  such  aa  to  deprive  the  Plaintiff 
of  any  daim  to  the  protection  of  a  court  of  equity  by 
injunction. 

Lord  Eldon,  €• 

I  think  it  right  for  myself  to  say  I  have  formed  no 
opinion,  nor  do  I  mean  to  pronounce  any  opinion^ 
whether  any  action  could  or  could  not  be  main- 
tained by  the  Duke  of  Bedford  against  the  trustees  o^ 
the  British  Museum  if  they  proceed  with  the  proposed 
building.  That  is  not  the  subject  of  this  day's  consider- 
ation. Neither  am  I  disposed  to  meddle  with  another 
question,  as  to  which  also  I  disclaim  saying  one  word 
judicially — whether  now  or  heretofore  the  trustees  of 
the  British  Museum,  upon  any  thing  that  appears  in  this 
instrument,  could  have  applied  to  the  Court  to  restrain 
the  Bedford  family  from  doing  that  which  they  have 
done.  The  point  to  which  I  have  confined  my  attention, 
and  upon  which  I  am  anxious  to  have  the  opinion  of  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  is,  taking  it  for  granted  that  an 
action  could  be  brought  by  the  Duke  o{ Bedford  under  the 
deed  of  1675,  whether,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  this 
'case,  his  Grace  must  be  content  with  his  legal  remedy  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  compensation  for  any  injury  ha 

may 


GASES  IN  CHANCERY.  56* 

iMfly  have  snstaiiMd,  or  whether  he  has  a  right  to  the       IftSf  • 
better  mode  of  relief  which  a  court  of  equity  affords  by   ThtfDukedf 
ilijiiiictbn.  BBoroto 

The  Trustees 
When  Bedford  Square  was  built,  it  is  impossible  to  ofthcBarrisH 

doubt  that  die  owners  of  houses  on  the  east  side  of  that 
square  tfaotight  that  an  increased  valiie  attached  to  tbetri, 
because  the  residents  in  those  houses  would  hare  the 
Museum  on  one  side  and  the  square  on  the  other.  So 
with  respect  to  Gawer  Street^  etery  one  remembers  that 
the  houses  on  the  east  side  were  always  advertised  as 
much  more  valuable  than  those  on  the  west ;  and  why  ? 
Because  from  the  former  there  was  a  prospect  of  the 
country,  extending  to  Islington,  and  because  also  thdr 
inhabitants  could  have  a  refreshing  walk  from  their  own 
homes  through  the  fields  as  far  as  Queen  Square^  which 
was  then  the  northern  extremity  of  that  part  of  the  me- 
tropolis. It  was  no  doubt  imagined  that  the  Duke  of 
Bedford  could  never  be  advised  to  cover  this  land  with 
buildings,  and  that  all  the  property  between  Gofvoer  Street 
and  what  is  called  Brunswick  Square  would  remain  open 
as  long  as  the  leases  of  the  houses  in  Gawer  Street  should 
endure ;  nor  was  it  to  be  expected  that  if  the  Duke  of 
Bedford  had  a  right  to  tell  the  trustees  of  the  British 
Museum  that  they  should  not  build  further  without  his 
consent,  the  tenants  on  the  east  side  of  Bedford  Square 
might  not  ask  of  his  Grace  to  insist  upon  that  right  for 
their  sakes. 

This  subject  may  be  illustrated  by  what  has  happened 
with  respect  to  Gcwer  Street.  From  time  to  time  build- 
ings were  raised  by  the  lessees  in  that  street  contrary  to 
the  covenants  in  their  leases,  but  with  the  consent  of  the 
Duke  of  Bedfordy  until  the  covenant  against  the  tenant 
erecting  buildings  behind  his  house  became,  with  reference 
to  the  tituation  of  hia  neighboursf  an  oppresur e^  though 

not 
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i82£.  not  an  unjust  restriction.  Suppose,  for  example^  there  were 
Th""D*k  f  "*°^'y  ^o^^ses  on  the  east  side  of  Gawer  Slreetj  and  the 
Bkdfobp  Duke  bad  allowed  the  tenants  of  eighty  of  them  to  raise 
The  Trustees  ^^^^  hdick  buildings  to  a  height  extremely  inconvenient 
of theBAiT)9u  to  the  others  from  whom  he  withheld  that  permission, 
it  could  not  be  said  that  he  was  acting  illegally  or  im- 
properly in  so  doing ;  but  it  becomes  quite  a  different 
question,  if,  under  such  circumstances,  he  files  a  bill 
to  prevent  those  others  from  raising  their  washhooses 
or  outbuildings.  If  such  a  bill  were  filed,  it  is  ques- 
tionable whether  the  Court  would  not  say  it  was  clear, 
from  all  the  circumstances,  that  each  of  those  tenants 
thought  he  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  which  his  Grace^ 
by  declining  to  enforce  the  covenant,  had  allowed  to 
the  rest.  The  question,  therefore,  is,  not  whether  the 
party  can  bring  an  action,  but  whether  he  can  come 
"  into  equity  for  relief,  and  diereby  render  an  action  for 
oompensation  unnecessary — whether,  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  the  Duke  of  Bedford  can  be 
beard  to  say  **  I  can  or  I  cannot  mdntain  an  action  at 
law;  but  be  that  as  it  may,  I  will  not  seek  relief  in  that 
mode,  but  will  come  into  a  court  of  equity,  and  insist 
upon  having  the  extraordinary  relief  which  that  court 
gives  beyond  what  is  afforded  by  courts  of  law.  I  will 
have  an  injunction,  to  prevent  the  necessity  of  my  con- 
sulting any  law  courts  whatever  as  to  my  relative  situ- 
ation with  regard  to  these  trustees/' 

Consider  how  the  matter  stands  upon  the  deed  of 
1675.  It  appears  that,  from  the  year  1675  to  the  year 
1800,  buildings  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Bedford  House 
have  been  erected  to  the  eastward ;  that  there  has  been 
a  prolongation  of  streets  from  Bedford  House  to  the 
Nem  Roadf  and  that  buildings  also  have  been  erected 
on  the  westward  through  Bedford  Sqtiare;  that  there 
were  no  buildings  at  all  in  the  space  between  Bnmsmck 

Square 
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Square  and  Gower  Stred,  but  that  the  large  mansion,  to       -WiT: 

which  the  terms  of  this  instrument  refer,  and  which  now  t!^.~^\^  -. 
r     •      1.     ,^  11  ,  .  .  The  Duke  of 

torms  the  Mttseiim,  had  stood  upon  its  present  site  up  to      Bedfobo 

the  year  1800.  The  deed  is  for  considerations,  partly  The  Trustees 
pecuniary  and  partly  to  be  found  in  covenants;  the  pe*  of  the  British 
cuniary  considerations  being  2600/.  and  a  rent  of  5L  a  "*^""* 
year,  and  the  covenants  contained  in  that  instrument 
being  expressly  stated  to  be  part  of  the  consideration. 
A  grant  is  then  made,  and  (what  is  not  immaterial)  in 
the  description  of  the  premises  it  appears  that  all  the 
time  the  grant  was  made  there  was,  at  least,  one  mes- 
suage on  the  east  side  of  Montagu  Houscj  one  messuage 
on  the  west  side,  but  no  messuages  whatever  on  the 
north  side.  There  is,  further,  the  usual  covenant  to 
pay  the  rent,  and  then  follows  this  covenant :  —  *^  And 
in  consideration  of  the  premises,  the  said  Ralph  Man* 
tagUj  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators* 
and  assigns,  covenants,  promises,  and  grants,  to  and 
with  the  said  Lady  Bachel  Vaughan^  her  heirs,  exe* 
cutors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  that  in  case  the  said 
Ralph  MontagUy  his  heirs  or  assigns,  shall  erect  any 
building  upon  the  said  ground  and  premises,  or  any 
part  thereof,  be,  the  said  Ridph  Montagu^  his  heirs  or 
assigns,  shall  and  will  erect  and  new-build  upon  the 
said  piece  of  ground  hereby  granted,  or  mentioned  to 
be  granted,  one  fair  and  large  messuage  and  dwelling- 
house."  The  construction  put  upon  these  words  is 
not  only  a  construction  to  be  found  in  a  subsequent 
part  of  this  instrument,  but  is  the  construction  which 
the  Duke  of  Bedford  himself  gives  to  it,  namely,  that 
the  grantee  is  to  build  a  chief  messuage  fit  for  the 
dwelling-house  of  a  large  and  noble  family,  with  the 
necessary  conveniences  and  ornamental  appendages. 
The  instrument  goes  on  to  covenant,  that  the  house  is 
to  be  fit  for  the  said  Ralph  Montagu  and  his  family  to 
inhabit,  composed  of  an  uniform  building,  together  with 
Vol.  IL  P  p  all 
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18$9.  all  convenient  stables,  coach-houses,  and  odier  offices 
I^eDttiTof  ^^^^^®  ^^  ^^  ^^^  mansion  or  dwelling^bo^se ;  and* 
BfiDFOBo  further,  that  the  said  Ra^h  MorUagUf  &c.,  shall  ktqp 
Tbel^iisteed  ^^^^  ^^  ^^'^^  ^  brick  wall  the  residue  of  the  said  piee^ 
omeBft^i^B  of  ground,  and  shall  make  thereout  a  convenient  ooait 
yard,  acd,  on  the  back  part  thereof,  shall  leave  spac^ 
sufficient  for  convenient  gardens  and  walks,  and  shall 
not  make  any  publfe  or  other  way  out  of  the  said  piece 
of  ground  into  the  fields  lying  northwards  of  the  sami^ 
save  only  two  doors  out  of  the  same  garden,  to  be  made 
for  the  accommodation  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  sttd 
chief  mansion-house  for  walking  into  and  taking  the  air 
of  the  said  fields,  which  fields  are  before  stated  to  be 
on  the  north  side  of  the  house.  So  that  the  grantee  is 
to  have  two  doors  towards  the  north,  which  was  open 
ground,  but  not  on  the  east  or  the  west,  nor  b  he  to 
erect  any  buildings  on  the  ground  save  only  for  conve- 
nient offices  for  the  chief  messuage^  and  ornaments  and 
conveniences  for  the  garden,  <<  the  walls  of  those  to  be 
of  brick  or  stone,  and  not  of  timber  ;'*  and,  further,  it  i$ 
covenanted,  that  he  and  they  shall  not  make  any  water- 
course, drain,  or  sewer  out  of  the  said  piece  of  ground 
backwards  northward  into  the  said  fields,  nor  erect  an; 
f)Qildings  on  the  outermost  wall  of  the  said  ground  ne^ 
to  the  said  field: — all  this  again  shewing  care  and  atlen-* 
tion  to  what  was,  or  what  was  not,  to  be  done  north- 
ward, and  carrying  that  care  to  this  extent  that  the 
grantee  was  not  to  raise  any  structure  upon  the  wall  to 
the  northward  of  the  garden. 

Kow  in  determining  how  a  court  of  equity  ought  to 
proceed,  it  is  proper  to  consider  not  only  what  would  be 
done  in  the  actual  matter  before  it,  but  what  the  court 
would  do  in  other  cases  fiilling  within  the  same  principle. 
Suppose  that  after  Mr.  Montagu  had  built  this  house 
ranging  with  all  the  surrounding  buildings  that  belonged^ 

to 
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tQ  the  Duke  of  Bedford^  4Dd  mngifig  with  Poms  Hous^       1888* 

apd  Q^er  laige  mansioDs  standing  in  Great  HmseU  Street ^  The  Duke  ol 

suppose  that  after  the  summer  house  and  bapqueting      Pj^fc^iid 

house  had  beeo  erected  (which  clearly  would  not  have  T|,eTrHnc«» 

aifected  the  prospect  from  Bedford  House),  ao^  after  the  oftheBAiTis^. 

garden  wall  (on  which  the  feoffee  was  pot  to  pl^ce  thfe^      Wu^eua^ 

additional  bricks)  hud  been  builtf  the  Duke  of  £^4^^ 

h^d  $aid  *^  there  is  nothing  to  restrain  me ;  J  ^ill  p|ace  a 

sygar  house  qd  one  side  apd  a  soap  house  or  gas  works 

Oil  the  other  $ide;"  or  rathers  suppo$e^  i^ich  is  a  hai^d-; 

s^mer  way  of  putting  it»  that  the  Duke  h^d  built  a 

row  of  bouses  close  to  tha  wall>  and  afterwards.  Mr« 

Montcigu  had  said  he  did  not  like  to  hftve  his  gprdepa 

overlooked  by  his  neighbours'  servapts,  and  he  would 

tber^pre»  notwithstanding  the  covenant,  build  this  wall 

twice  as  high  as  it  wa«  before;  thougt^  J  admit  that  the 

Duke  o{  Bedford  might  have  had  a  proper  ground  of 

action,  would  this  Court  have  granted  an  iiyunctiqn  ? 

My  answer  is,  no:  for,  upon  Iqoking  to  authority,  I  find 

the  law  to  be  as  Lord  Kenjfon  has  laid  it  down.    If  this 

deed  ia  permitted  to  be  iprged  against  what  I  mu^t  calif 

no^  the  legal,  bMt  the  actual  intention  of  the  parties,  apd 

if  you  have  the  means  of  obtaining  any  remedy,  you  may 

h^e  recourse  to  your  deed ;  but  you  cannot  under  such ' 

circumstances,  come  into  a  court  of  equity  for  a  remedy 

which  the  court  never  grants  except  ip  cases  where  it 

would  be  strict^  equitable  to  grant  it.    It  is  impossible 

to  statei  as  the  doctrine  of  a  court  of  equity,  thi^t  the 

Court  will  carry  into  execution  a  specific  covenant  in  all 

cases  where  the  legal  intention  of  the  deed  is  found.    A 

doctrine  like  that  would  be  widely  inconsistent  with 

general  practice,  and  would  directly  contradict  the  daily 

and  hourly  experience  of  us  all. 

The  deed  proceeds  further,  and  states  as  a  distinct 

c0v«nm$  that  if  the  said  Balpk  UMagh  Ui  heirs  or 

Pp  S  assigns 


«ee  CASES  IN  OHANfeEftY. 

4^2S.       assigns,  of  any  of  tftem,  shrill  at  any  time  thcr^fter  «rect 

The'DiOce-df  ^^  btijidtag  of  what  nature  soever  on  the  north  end  of 

fiswokb     tNe  said' piece  of  ground,  and  M4iieh  shall  extend  nordw 

Tli^'^iM^s  ^^^  beyond  the  range  and  building  of  SottOiamptm 

<tf^fi*y>tiH  £R»u^y'8ituate  near  thereunto,  other  than  one  or*  more 

summer  house  or  other  houses  for  the  acoommodatiori  of 

the  garden,  he  and  they  shall  forfeit  and  pay  &c. ^. 

Now  what  would  it  have  signified  to  between  fliese  par« 
tie^  in  the  consideration  of  such  a  case  as  this,  whether 
a  house  was  or  was  not  built  in  the  range  of  Souttamp^ 
ton  Hbuse,  if  th^re  were  placed  betw^n  this  house  aad 
Soatkamptcn  tlouse  three  or  fout  streets  excluding  tli« 
smallest  possible  view  Irom  Southampton  House  of  any 
thing  north  of  this  hiansion;  and  by  the  acts  df  the 
Bedford  family  themselves  destroying  the  very  purpose 
for  which  this  covenant  was  here  inserted  ? 

'  Suppose  hgain  that  the  moment  after  Mr.  Montagu 
bad'in  dl^harge  of  the  original  engagement  built  tfab 
great  mansion  fit  for  the  pleasurable  residence  of  a 
nobleman  or  gentlemen  of  fortune,  and  had  also  accohl- 
ing  to  the  <!OvenfliTts  erected  suitable  offices  and  the 
ornamental  banqueting  house  and  summer  house,  the 
Duke  o(  Bedford  had  then  put  a  public  brewhouse  in 
the  vicmity  of  the  garden,  what  would  the  Montagu 
feniily  have  said  ?  And  yet  there  is  nothing  here  from 
which  it  can  be  pretended  that  there  is  an  express  pro- 
hibitioci  of  such  a  proceeding.  Neither  do  I  say  whether 
the  Bedford  family  could  have  built  a  public  brew-house 
to  the  north  of  this  mansiap;  but  suppose  such  a  thing 
had  been  done,  and  the  &Mie-ef  Montagu  had  then  said, 
**,You  bare  spoilt  my  banqueting  house  and  summer 
house  unless!  am  to  drink  nothing  but  porter;  I  must 
therefore  build  a  wall  which  will  likewise  prevent  the 
smoke  of  the  edgmes  of  the  brewhouse  coming  from  the 
norths*    WIU  it  be  contended  that  in  suoti «  caise  the 

Bedford 
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£1^4(^4: :  b^ik/  <^P»M  l^or^  to  a  court,  of  ^ui^  for  ptpr       X8M- 
ti^9  p^  tihq  grwnd  tfcat  the  P^ke  oC  MmtW^  ¥»»  f|^J!Srt«!6f 
fi<Wgi  tQ  bMild  a.  w^ljl  kigh^v  tban  the  ,i:QVQnante>-P«l**      ^imroiiD 
ii^t^d,  .or  ^VGQ^  we  will  suppose,  aa  immense  hi:ewl^OUM   ^{i^^^xi^tiiiik 
M^IBJ^Thf^viqg.  o^  tbeir  part  reli^^^ly  kepi  thair  coi^  fffiHyBMtrtH 
Qa^(.i9j^m«Jcuig,twot  archways  through  wUflh.bi^gima 
might  go  and  take  tbo/salubrioua  air  which  it  was  ifh 
t^nijed  ha  should  have  P. 

.  If  tbe.{>arties  bava'so  dealt,  witb  Jf^ard  ta  the  legal 
rights,,  ^t  the  ol:iiQct  of  the.  one  party  isi  d^&aOpd»/is 
tjha  other  to  do  what  be  please$$  whiloi  the  ficst  i$  not 
a(^  Ml^erty  tPi  call ,  upon  that  other  40  ^ofi^imi  for  doing 
Ijbat  whi^  ha  himself  is  by  the  deed  pt?ohihited  froHi 
doiqg?  I  do  Dot  think  that  a  court  of  equity^  is  to  aot 
by  reciprocity  of  CQTanaut ;  I  rather  mistake  ^bat  has 
been  held  to  be  the  doctrine  of  courts  of  equity  during 
the  wMe  qourse  and,  pra<^ce  of  my  Uf^^  if  thta.C(>|irt 
does  not  say  to  parties  who  are  so  c;imimstanced> 
"  Conine  yourselves  to  ypur  legal  remedies  if  you  har^e 
apy,  and  do  not  come  here  ki  caaes  of  tlMs  de9ffniptbu 
.^  ask  of  the  Court  to  gire  you. more,  relief  than  could 
bf  ob^lned  in  a  court  of  law"  . . 

^  Upqa  thi^  point  I  am  anxioas  to  have  the  opinion  of 
tha  Master  of  the  R6l^  first  makkig  most  xeqoeotfally 
this,  single  observatioob  upon  a  subjeot  itbioh  oalb^ibr 
Yjgiiaat  atfeif  ion,  that  if  there  be  a  quealion  in  a>€ouiii 
of  equitys  the  decisu)n  of  which  will  render  the.  com* 
aidaration  of  it  in  .cour^ts  of  law  unnedassary^  it  is  theas 
thad^i^y.  of  the  court  of  .equity  first  ^deoidaitinli 
quesljoo.  If,  for  example,,  it  sliould  liappea  in*  thia 
fa^e,  that  aft^r  the  parties  had  gone  U»  trials- and- sbe 
JOtefeoda^t  bad  obtained  a. verdict  at  law^'this.  Gooit 
VfoujLd>iievartheles&  have  given  no  relieC;  then  k  is  fiir 
^e  interest  «of  of  the  suitors  that.Uiey  should  J^e  told  *so( 
\,  P  p  3  in 
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18tf«       in  the  flnt  instance,  and  not  in  the  last  stagis  of 'tli6 
*  "■-:  r '  p  proceedings.    Why  is  the  Court  to  send  them  to  law, 
Bbupomo      and  afterwards  to  tell  them  when  they  come  bdck  that 
Tbel^intees   ^^^^^S  can  be  done  for  them  here?    If  that  is  to  be 
vftiieBarriiB  the  conrse,  it  is  better  to  dismiss  them  out  of  Court  at 
onee  and  in  tlie  first  instance,  let  the  result  of  the  appli- 
cation to  a  court  of  law  be  what  it  may. 

1  do  confess  myself  unable  to  say  that  this  is  one  of 
the  cases  in  which  the  Court  ought  to  give  relief  by  in- 
junction. The  difficulties  I  have  stated  are  ^IBeuldes 
I  am  unable  to  get  over,  and  I  state  them  Without  pre- 
judice; Having  done  so^  I  must  request  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  to  state  what  view  he  has  taken  of  the  case. 

Sir  T.  naner^  M.  R. 

The  single  question  now  before  the  Court  is  one 
which  respects  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction ;  and  this 
Court,  while  it  determines  that  question  upon  principles 
peculiar  to  itself  cautiously  abstains  from  deciding 
whether  either  party  has  a  remedy  at  law  against  the 
other,  leaving  each  of  them,  as,  in  my  opinion,  it  ought 
to  leave  them,  to  agitate  tjiat  question  in  a  court  of  law. 

Now,  if  this  were  a  case  in  which  the  Plaintiff  had 
not  9L  legal,  but  had  only  an  equitable  remedy,  as  was 
attempted  to  be  argued  by  his  counsel,  on  the  as^utnp^ 
tion  that,  by  reason  of  certun  technical  forms,  he  was 
debarred  from  obtaining  any  redress  at  law;  if  die  case 
was  reduced  to  that  point,  it  would  become  extremely 
material  td  consider  whether  the  party  had  any  claim  at 
all  to  come  into  a  court  of  equity  for  its  equitable 
assistance.  •  That,  however.  Is  not  the  present  questidn. 
Ofl  the  contrary,  those  who  support  the  applicatidn  for 
the  injunction  also'  insist  that  the  Duke  of  Bedford  has 
a  clea^  legal  right ;  that  upon  the  true  coMtruetito  of 

the 
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tUe  contract)  and  upon  all  that  has  happened  between       1822. 
the  parties,  it  is  competent  to  the  Duke,  as  representuig  ri.r' jJ^J^^  f 
.  the  original  vendor,  to  assert  his  legal  right      Un-      BEbFoao 
doabtedly  it  is  perfectly  open  to  him  to  take  that  course ;  je^  Trustees 
arid  nothing  which  this  Court  shall  determine  will,  in  afthf  Baijcxsh 
the  least,  abridge  his  right  Ws^°i- 

Again,  in  considering  whether  the  Plaintiff  is  pre- 
cluded from  having  the  equitable  assistance  of  this 
Court,  it  must  not  be  supposed  that  the  slightest  impu- 
tation is  cast  upon  his  conduct.  It  is  not  on  the  ground 
that  the  party  applying  for  relief  has  conducted  himself 
improperly — so  contrary  to  the  agreement  as  to  deprive 
himself  of  that  remedy,  that  the  assistance  by  injunction 
lAiay  be  refused ;  but  the  question  is,  whether,  from  the 
altered  state  of  the  property,  altered  by  the  acts  of  the 
party  himself,  he  has  not  thereby  voluntarily  waived  and 
abandoned  all  thixt  control  which  was  applicable  to  the 
property  in  its  former  state.  It  was  perfectly  competent 
to  the  Plaintiff  to  inake  what  use  he  pleased  of  his 
contiguous  lands;  he  was  not  fettered  in  so  doing  by 
any  previous  obligation  to  the  contrary ;  and  when  he 
took  upon  himself  to  act  in  the  manner  in  which  he  has 
acted,  and  to  cover  the  vacant  ground  with  buildings, 
the  question  is,  whether,  having  regard  to  the  mutual 
dealings  between  the  parties  with  respect  to  the  property 
as  it  stood  both  originally  and  afterwards,  it  is  consonant 
with  the  principles  of  equity  to  interpose  at  this  time 
of  day. 

In  that  point  of  view,  it  appears  to  be  a  consider- 
ation of  great  importance,  more  especially  with  reference 
to  property  in  the  metropolis,  how  far  parties  shall 
now  be  permitted  to  go  back,  and  revive  all  the  ob- 
jections arising  but  of  loog  antecedent  covenants  and 
engagements,  and  to  give  them  such  an  application  to  the 
•    P  p  4  buildings 


\ 
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1822.       buildings  of  the  metropolis  in  its  present  napidly  in- 
lieTTuke'  f  creasing  state,  that,  while  one  party  is  left  at  liberty  to 
BEDFoao      obtain  the  most  profitable  consideration  for  bis  laod» 
ThelVusteeg  ^^^  obligation  which  is  in  the  nature  of  restriction 
ofibeBa^Ti^a  shall  be  enforced  by  that  party  as  against  the  owner  of 
^^"'"*      the  adjoining  land.    The  question  is  not  to  be  deter* 
milled  on  the  letter  of  the  contract.    By  the  letter  of 
the  contract,  the  Duke  is  under  no  positive  engagement 
to  leave  the  northern  boundary  open ;  but  the  question 
is,  whether,  according  to  good  faith  and  the  true  under- 
standing of  the  parties  at  the  time  when  this  contract 
was  entered  into^  the  terms  of  the  engagement  had  not 
reference  to  the  property  while  it  remained  in  its  then 
state*    There  were,  here,  two  large  mansions— one 
erected,   the  other  to  be  erected,  contiguous  to  each 
other, — to  be  enjoyed  by  two  noble  families,  with  their 
^pendsiges  of  gardens  and  offices;  and  the  question  is, 
whether  the  obligation  did  not  remain  so  long  as  those 
two  mansions  remained,  the  parties  mutually  contem-< 
plating  all  the  enjoyment  to  be  derived  from  every  thing 
which  could  contribute  reciprocally  to  their  beauty, 
ornament,  and  use* 

It  is  to  be  recollected  that  the  piece  of  ground  in 
question  was  bought  for  the  very  purpose;  and  it  is  an 
obligation  cast  upon  the  purchaser,  if  he  builds  at  all, 
that  he  shall  erect  one  mansion  only,  -^one  large  fair 
mansion,  with  suitable  gardens  and  offices  attached  to  it, 
—his  understanding  being  tliat  he  should  have  all  the 
advantages  which  the  site  then  possessed;  unless,  indeed, 
it  is  to  be  presumed  that  he  could  undertake  to  erect  a 
mansion  in  such  a  situation,,  and  on  so  magnificent  a 
scale,  with  all  the  obligations  thrown  upon  himself  and 
none  on  the  contrary,  expressed  or  implied,  imposed 
upon  the  other  party  who  bad  subjected  him  to  those 
obligations. 

This 
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This  undentandii^  between  the  parties  results  from        1822. 

every  part  of  the  agreement.      The  party  whom  the   J^  \z  \'  - 
1^1  ,       ^,     ,^  .    «  .  The  Duke  of 

I/uke  represents  covenants  that  Mr.  Montagu  shall  have      Bsdfoju) 

the  unlimited  enjoyment  of  the  property  conveyed,  with  —  J?* 
all  that  belonged  to  it  It  is  quite  evident,  from  the  oftheBaiTivH 
expression  with  respect  to  the  opening  into  the  fields,  Museum. 
that  it  was  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  that  the 
land  to  the  north  should  remain  fields  or  open  ground ; 
and  in  the  parts  of  the  deed  referring  to  the  streets  to 
the  southward  and  the  contiguous  buildings  to  the  east 
and  west,  there  is  not  a  syllable  which  indicates  an 
intention  that  the  northern  boundary  was  not  to  remain 
open.  It  was  that  which  principally  induced  Mr. 
Montagu  to  build.  If  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract 
is  changed,  if,  from  the  alterations  which  take  place  in 
the  lapse  of  time,  both  noble  families  quit  their  resi- 
dences, and  the  mansion  which  had  been  built  ceases  to 
be  a  place  of  residence  for  a  family  of  this  description, 
and  becomes  appropriated  to  other  purposes,  a  new  set 
of  interests  and  rights  would  be  applicable  to  it  in  its 
altered  state.  Who  is  it  that  has  created  this  alteration  ? 
The  party  who  now  seeks  to  enforce  the  obligation 
which  applied  to  the  property  in  its  former  state.  It 
was  perfectly  competent  to  the  Duke  of  Bedford  to 
build  to  the  northward  all  the  streets  he  has  built, 
and  to  surround  and  enclose  Montagu  House  with 
buildings  for  trade  and  commerce,  or  in  any  way  he 
thought  proper;  but,  having  so  done,  can  it  be  said 
to  be  equitable  or  consonant  with  justice,  after  having 
induced  a  man  to  build  a  suitable  mansion,  after  having 
surrounded  him  with  buildings  and  blocked  up  all 
that  tempted  him  to  builds  and  precluded  him  from 
the  pleasurable  or  profitable  enjoyment  of  his  mansion, 
to  insist  on  its  remaining  in,  the  state  in  which,  by 
the  letter  of  the  deed,  the.  party  is  bound  to  preserve  it? 
At  law  such  conduct  may  be  no  defence.  Notwith- 
standing 
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sUmdiiig  hi0  having  altered  the  state  of  die  property^ 

^jT .     i  the  Duke  may  still  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 

«    Bsnrotti)     cavenanti  and  if  so,  let  him  take  his  leigal  remedy;  but 

ThsIYusc^  the  question  is^  whether  a  court  of  equi^  must  not 

dftbeBftiTtftit  cdBsider  how  &r  it  is  reasonable  to  permit  a  party  who 

mascmiu     ^^^  ^^  j^^j^.  ^j^j^  ^j^^  property,  and  so  altered  fts 

jsondition,  to  obtain  his  remedy  by  the  interposition  of 
this  Ck>urt. 

The  ease  made  by  the  bill,  therefore^  is  not  that  which 
wa«  eofatemplaced  by  the  deed.  The  case  made  by.  tfie 
bUI  Lvtbai^thhi  erelstion  will  obstruct  the  Tte#of  the 
le8Bee$  d^  tlie'  new  houses  which  have  been  built  on  tbe 
adjoining  land;  Was  that  the  design  of  the  obligation  ? 
The  very  circumstanpe  df  the  Bed/brd  fanity  hrifiag 
surrounded  Montagu  House  with  streets  olid  baUdingi^ 
after  hating  becbme  pardes  to  this  codtracfi  (tbtf  itH  r 
tentton  being,  that  the  two  contiguous  mansions  Should 
be  inhabited  by  ndble  families^)  is  made  the  ground 
on  which  the  equitable  relief  is  sought,  because,  other- 
wise, it  is  said,  these  lessees  will  be  prevented  ftom  en- 
joying the  view  into  the  gardens  and  grounds  df  the 
Museum.  Would  not  that  be  td  apply  all  the  cotenants 
of  the  deed  to  a  different  state  of  things  from  that  wUeh 
was  the  object  and  design  of  both  parties  ? 

The  question  then  is,  Whether  a  court  of  equity  is 
bound  to  assist  a  party  to  do  that  which  neither  par^ 
contemplated,  and  whether  it  would  not  be  inequitable,* 
unreasonable,  and  unjust  to  enforce  the  covenants  spe- 
cificaDy  in  the  existing  state  of  the  property ;  and  con- 
sidering it  in  that  view,  I  entertain  a  strong  opinion 
that  this  is  not  a  case  in  which  the  Court  Ought  to 
interfere. 

Upon 
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Upon  these  groands,  therefore,  and  without  the  least  18CS. 

imputation  npon  the  Duke  or  those  who  advised  him,  I  ^^  Duk«  of 

think  he  has  Toluntarily  brought  the  property  into  a  BcatoUd  > 

state  which  makes  thiil  part  o^  the  a^e^thent  no  longi^r  'i^'^i^j^g^ 

applicable,  or  which  at  least  rehd^rs  it  unreasonable  that  efttoBatTtsK 
the  covenant  should  be  enforced. 


At  the  tloBe  of  the  judgment,  the  Plaintiff's  cdiinsel 
stilted  that^  as  the  sole  object  of  the  Duke  of  BeJJM, 
in  instituting  the  suit^  was  to  obtain  thfe  ojitnion  of  Ore' 
Gbbrt  upon  the  question  of  rights  it  becatnfe  unhecessary 
to  {ttoseciMe  th&  cause  fiifther,.  An  order  was  accdrd- 
ksgfy  turlttn;  by  arnlngfem^nt  betiteta  the  patties,' tfis- 
ttissthgihebiU.  - 
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ROLZA. 

18SS.  ATTORNEY^GENERALtuThelRONMONGERS 

^"•^^*"  COMPANY.. 

Kav.  18. 31.  npHE  residuary  clause  of  the  will  of  Tfumas  Betton^ 

M^'Se^re-  ^***^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^  February  1723,  was  as  fot 

tidue  of  his  lows :  —  "I  give  and  bequeath  the  rest^  residue,  and  re- 

teea,  positively  niainder  of  my  estate,  wheresoever  and  whatsoever,  to  the 


forbidding  Worshipful  Company  or  Corporation  of  Irpnmongers 

nunish  the  of  the  City  of  Ijmdon,  and  to  their  successoi^  makiiig 

^T'^^th^fth  ^^^  ^y  executors  upon  this  special  trust  and  confidenca 

interest  and  in  them  reposed,  that  is.  to  say,  that  they  doi  with  all 

KrimpUed°to  convenient  speed  that  may  be  after  ray  decease,  place 

any  other  use  my  estate  out  at  interest  upon  good  securities,  positively 

^^dnafter^  forbidding  them  to  diminish  the  capital  sum  by  givix^ 

dvected;and  away  any  part  thereof,  or  that  the  interest  and  profit 

direct  one  arising  be  applied  to  any  other  use  or  uses  than  hereip* 


henr 
to  air 

nioiety  of  the  ^fi^j.  mentioned  and  durected ;  via,  that  they  do  pay  one 
income  to  be  ^         r  •/ 

applied  to  a  full  half  part  of  the  said  interest  and  profit  of  my  whole 

puroSe  estate,  yearly  and  every  year  for  ever,  unto  the  redemption 

which  failed;  of  British  slaves  in  Turk^  or  Barbary^  one  full  fparth 

inoiety^o  be*^  P*''^  ®^  ^^^  ^^^  interest  and  profit»  yearly  and  every 

applied  to  year  for  ever,  unto  charity  schools  in  the  city  and  suburbs 

cbariuble  ^^  London^  where  the  education  is  according  to  the 


girposes.         church  of  England^  in  which  number  that  in  this  parish  ^ 
appeal, that      is  to  be  always  included,  and  not  giving  to  anyone 

jurisdUrtlSn  to  ^^^^^  ^^^'  *  y^^'  ^"^  ^"  consideration  of  die  said 
8ppl;r  eyprh  Ironmongers'  Company's  care  and  pains  in  the  execution 
the  moiety  ^    ®^  ***  *">'  ^*''>  ^^®  ^^^^^  fourth  part  of  the  said  interest 

devoted  to  the  and  profit,  yearly  and  every  year  for  ever,  to  the  uses 

charitable  g*  ■** 

purpose  which  following;  viz.  10/.  a  year  to  such  minbter  of  the  church 

tailed.  ^f  England  as  they  shall  from  time  to  time  entertain  in 

their  aforesaid  hospital  for  performing  divine  worship 

and 
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and  otber  duties  belonging  to  that  holy  order;  the  re-        I'SSS. 
mains  unto  necessitated  decayed  freemen  of  the  said     \\  „ ' 

•^  AT70HNBT* 

company,  their  widows  and  children,  not  exceeding  10/.     Gjuixxal 
a  yeir  to  any  iamity;' but  first  dedacting  and  paying         ^^^ 
quarterly  out  of  this  kst-named  fourth  part  of  the  in-  laoyMONCiis" 
terest  and  profit  lOOZ.  a  year  in  discharge  of  the  an-  ^ 

mvity  given  to  my  kinswoman,  Mrs.  Eleanor  Smithy  duriag 
the  term  of  her  natural  life;  and  also,  always  reserving 
suflScient  for  keeping  my  tomb  in  good  repair." 

It  appeared  by  the  Master^s  report,  made  in  pursuance 
of  the  decree  upon'  this  information,  that  a  large  fund 
had  accumulated  from  the  unapplied  portion  of  the 
moiety  of  the  income  of  the  testator's  estate,  which  was, 
by  his  will,  direeted  to  be  applied  to  the  redemption  of 
British  slaves  in  Tlirkei/  or  Barbary^  few  objects  of  the 
charity  having  been  found  during  the  last  century.  The 
Master  had  approved  of  a  scheme  given  in  by  the  De- 
fendants, by  which  it  was  proposed  that  a  sum  of  TOGO/, 
should  be  set  apart  out  of  the  accumulated  fund,  for  the 
purpose  of  redeeming  such  objects  of  the  original  charity 
as  might  still  from  time  to  time  be  discovered,  and  that 
the  remainder  of  the  accumulations,  and  the  future  annual 
hicome  should  be  applied  to  the  other  charitable  |)ur- 
poses  mentioned  in  the  testator's  will.  A  scheme  sulv  \.  ,  ,  - 
mitted  by  the  relators,  and  rejected  by  the  Master,  had  for 
its  object  the  application  of  the  surplus  income  and  accu- 
mulations to  the  purposes  of  education  only.  Objections 
were  taken,  on  the  part  of  the  relators,  to  the  Master's 
report,  upon  which  it  was  agreed  to  take  the  opinion 
of  the  Court,  without  filing  exceptions.  When  the  in- 
formation came  on  to  be  heard  for  further  directions 
upon  the  Master's  report,  it  was  suggested  by  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  that  it  might  be  a  question,  whether  this 
was  not  a  case  in  which  the  Crown  was  entitled  to  dis- 
pose of  the  fund  by  sign  manual ;  and,  if  the  Court 

should 
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I  its.  sbqQld  b^  of  opinion  thtt  the  iiiqd  ought  not  to  be  dis- 
posed of  by  the  King^s  sign  manual)  a  further  question 
^ight  arise,  whether  the  Court  had  junadicti<»i  lo  apply 
the  fqiHl  to  other  purposes  than  those  expressly  pointed 
laonMoN^i^R^  QUI  bjj  the  testator,  and  whether  it  ni^t  not  be  neces* 

«WHW-  g^jy  ^  apply  for  the  aid  of  the  legislature  in  that  re* 
spect  The  caqse  was  directed  to  stand  over  to  be 
c^iV^  09  those  poiqts.  > 

Tke  Aitornetf''General^i  on  the  part  of  the  Crown, 
i^QW  stated,  that  he  had  looked  into  the  cases  on  this 
a^bject,  aud  he  ielt  that  he  could  not  successfully  argue 
that  this  was  a  cose  ip  which  the  fiind  in  question  ought 
to.  be  disposed  qf  by  the  king's  sign  manual.  The 
chariti^fasle  purpose  tp  which  the  fund  was  devoted  had 
not  wholly  failed ;  it  appeared  that  it  still  occasionally 
happened  that  JBrilish  subjects  were  made  captives  on 
the  coast  of  Africa^  and  it  was  impossible  lo  say  how 
far,  by  a  Turkish  war  or  otherwise^  the  number  of  per- 
sons who  might  become  objects  of  the  testator'-s  charit- 
able purpose  might  be  increased.  If  a  fund  were  not 
immediately  applicable  to  a  charitable  purpose  expressed 
by  a  testator,  it  did  not  follow  that  it  might  not,  at  a 
future  time,  become  applicable ;  a^d  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court  remained  as  to  the  administraUon  of  the  fund, 
whether  it  thought  proper  to  retain  the  fund  until  it 
should  become  applicable  to  the  expressed  object  of  the 
testator,  or  to  apply  it  to  purposes  approximating  as  nearly 

as 

*  At  the  hearing  on  further  cessary  to  make  the  Solicitor- 

directioDS,  Mr.  Wray  appeared  General  a   party  to  the  suit, 

for   the  Attomqr-Genmly   by  as  the  Attorney-General  could 

whom  the  ioformation  was  filed  not  ai^e  both  for  the  crown 

on  behalf  of  the  charity^  at  the  and  in  support  of  the  inform- 

instance  of  the  relators^  and  it  ation,  but  his  Honor  considered 

was  submitted  to   the  Court,  that  proceeding  unnecessary, 
whether  it  would  not  be  n^ 
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^  nWglM*  l«  19  t^t;  expr^ed  object    In  thQ  vltt^orn^t* 
General  Y.  Th€  Bishop,  of  Chester  lfi\  a  legacy  given     . 
towar^^  ^tablj^bing  a  bi^hcf)^  io  4inerka  was  bel4  Dot      Gev^hau 
(o  |)e.vi]^d,  U^QUgb  no  bUhop  was  yet  a{qpointfe4f  wd         j^^ 
th^  m^ey  was  retained  in  Cpurt  till  it  d^Q^d  be  aeei)  iBONKo^^maV 
wbefhe^  any  supfi  ^ppointoient  al^ould  ta)(e  place.    UI*     •  WW« 
fiffVitely,  U^  ^g^fy  becanifii  applicable  tp  die  purposfi 
expressed  by  the  testator,  upon  the  ajipciintinent  qf  a 
bishop  of  Canada,  and  it  was  applied  accordingly. 

]^r.  jpembertoUf.  fqr  the  relators,  sfiid  hf;  was  reyidy  tq 
support  the  schepae  which  had  |)een  submitt^^  by.thfl 
reli^tojs  ^  thq  Master^  ^  qne  qf  greater  geperal  ntility^ 
an^d  better  calqulate^  to  give  efifect  to  the  iatentiocis  of 
the,  ^ft^to^t  than,  the  sc^^me  i^^ppted  by  the  Ma3tei: ; 
but  ))e  hi^d  no  interest  in  opposii;^  an  application  to, 
pf^liament,  if  thfi  Court  sboul^  be  of  opinion  that  such 
a  {(r^ce^diqg  was  indispensable. 

Mr.  Wraiy,  for  the  A^torneyrQefleraL 

Mr.  Bfclfersteth^  fqr  the  Defendants^  submitted  thaf 
th^  Court  had  jurisdiction  to  apply  tlie  surplus  to  thc^ 
p.iirposes  specified  iii  the  schema  approved  by  tha 
Master.  Those  purposes  were  perfectly  consistent  with 
the  general  charitable  intentions  of  the  testator,  for  they 
were  the  very  purposes  to  which  he  had  devoted  the  other 
moiety  of  his  property,  and  to  which  it  might  reasonably 
be  presumed  that  he  would  have  been  desirous  of  apply- 
ing the  surplus,  had  he  foreseen  that  the  redemption  of 
British  slaves  in  Turkey  and  Barbary  was  an  object  to 
which  he  had  devoted  too  large  a  portion  of  his  bounty. 
The  disttoction  was,  that  where  property  was  left  for 
chari^  generally,  or  where  the  charitable  purpose  of  the 

testator 
(a)  \Bro.  C.  (7.444. 
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18dS.  ^  testator  was  so  vaguely  expressed  as  to  be  incapable  of 
receiving  any  definite  construction^  or  where  the  charit- 
able purpose  failed  and  no  trustees  were  appointed,  the 
property  was  to  be  disposed  of  by  the  king's  sign 
laotrnoNGSBs'  manual;  but  where,  in  such  cases,  trustees  were  ap- 
^  ^'  pointed,  the  property  was  to  be  administered  q/pres 
by  this  Court.  In  Moggridge  v.  Tkackwell  {a)y  Lord 
Eldon  observed,  that  <<  it  is  very  difficult  to  raise 
a  solid  distinction  between  an  original  gift  absolutely 
indefinite  and  without  qualification,  and  a  case  in  which, 
by  matter  ex  post  facto,  the  gift  stands  before  the  Court 
in  consequence  of  that  accident,  as  if  it  had  been 
originally  given  indefinitely,  without  any  means  for  carry- 
ing it  into  execution  prescribed."  The  result,  however, 
of  an  elaborate  examination  of  all  the  authorities  made 
by  that  learned  Judge  was,  that  (i)  "  the  general  prin- 
ciple most  reconcileable  to  the  cases  is,  that  where 
there  is  a  general  indefinite  purpose^  not  fixing  itself 
upon  any  object,  the  disposition  is  in  the  king  by  sign 
manual ;  but  where  the  exe(:ution  is  to  be  by  a  trustee 
with  general  or  some  objects  pointed  out,  there  the 
Court  will  take  the  administration  of  the  trust''  The 
distinction  taken  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Moggridge  v.  Thack-^ 
'wellhsid  been  acted  upon  in  the  recent  cases  ofSimoft  v. 
Barber  (c),  and  Hai/ter  v.  Trego,  {d) 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

This  testator  has  directed  that  the  income  of  his  pro- 
perty be  applied  to  the  uses  after  stated  in  his  will,  and 
to  no  other  use ;  and  by  his  will  he  gives  one  half  part 
of  the  income  of  his  property  for  the  redemption  of 
British  slaves  in  Turkey  or  Ba}'bary.  The  altered  cir- 
cumstances of  those  countries  leave  at  present  little  or 

no 

(n)  7  Vet.  83.  (c)  5  Buss,  112, 

{b)  TVcs.SG.  {d)  IMllS. 
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no  demand  for  this  bounty  of  the  testator,  and  the  con-        18SS. 
sideration  is  what  is  now  to  beconie  of  this  unappro-     ]y^:  "^z 
priated  property.     The  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity      Gbnchal 
with  respect  to  charitable  bequests  is  derived  from  their         r|^^ 
authority  to  carry  into  execution  the  trusts  of  any  will  UoNifONbcis' 
or  other  instrument,  and  the  Court  is  to  proceed  ac-       ^^ .  ^' 
cording  to  the  intention  expressed  in  the  will  or  instru- 
ment    Here  the  testator  wills  that  one  moiety  of  thQ 
income  of  his  property  shall  be  applied  to  the  redemp- 
tion of  British  slaves  in  Turkey  or  Barhary^  and  to  no 
other  use.    If  this  Court  were  to  take  upon  itself  to 
apply  the  moiety  of  the  testator's  property  in  question  to 
any  other  use,  it  would  not  be  executing  the  expressed 
intention  of  the  testator,  but  would  be  acting  in  direct 
opposition  to  that  intention.    I  cannot,  therefore,  assume 
a  jurisdiction  to  devote  this  property  to  any  other  pur- 
pose, although  it  is  extremely  fit  that  some  beneficial 
use  should  now  be  made  of  it     But  it  appears  to  me 
that  this  can  only  be  effected  by  the  supreme  power  of 
the  legislature,  and  that  I  must  refer  it  to  the  Master  to 
approve  of  a  scheme  for  the  future  application  of  this 
property  to  be  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  the 
legislature,  and  the  Attorney-General  and  the  parties 
interested  in  the  disposition  of  the  other  half  of  the 
testator's    state  are  to  attend  the  Master  upon  the  re- 
ference as  to  such  scheme. 


The  Ironmongers'  Company  presented  a  petition  of        i8^4. 
appeal  against  his  Honor's  decree. 

Sir  Ek  Sugden  and  Mr.  Dtscktoortk,  for  the  appeal, 
said  that  the  late  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  referring  it  to 
the  Master  to  inquire  and  state  what  act  of  parliament 
would  be  necessary  for  carrying  this  charity  into  effect, 
proceeded  upon  an  erroneous  construction  of  the  will. 

Vol.  II.  Q  q  His 
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1954f,  His  Honor  considered  that  the  introdaetory  seotcnce 
Attorney-  ^^cti'^g  ^^^  interest  of  the  fund  to  be  applied  to  no 
GsNXAAL  Other  uses  than  thereinafter  mentioned,  was  Untamoont 
XhQ  to  on  express  prohibition^  with  reference  to  a  moiety  of 
hwuovaitMB*  the  income,  against  its  application  to  any  other  object 
^^^*  than  the  one  pardcularly  specified ;  namely,  the  redemp- 
tion of  British  slaves  in  Turkey  or  Barbary.  That 
sentence,  however,  evidently  overrode  the  whole  of  the 
will,  and  applied  equally  to  all  the  charitable  diqiosi- 
tions  contained  in  it.  I(  therefore,  the  entire  income 
of  the  charity  fimd  were  distributed  among  the  four 
objects  which  the  testator  had  designated,  or  among 
such  of  them  as  were  still  in  existence,  the  direction 
that  it  should  be  applied  to  no  other  uses  than  therein* 
after  mentioned,  was  strictly  complied  with,  in  whatever 
proportions  the  distribution  might  be  made.  Indeed, 
every  express  gift  in  favour  of  particular  objects,  in- 
volved a  necessary  implication  that  the  fund  should  be 
applied  to  no  other  purpose.  The  decree  besides  was 
manifestly  inconsistent  with  itself;  for  such  a  state  of 
circumstances  as  bis  Honor  appeared  to  have  assumed 
could  not  possibly  arise.  No  part  of  the  property  was 
without  a  legal  owner;  the  whole  was  vested  in  the 
company  as  trustees,  and  was  distinctly  dedicated  to 
charity.  It  followed,  of  necessity,  that  the  right  to 
administer  the  fund  rested  with  the  Court  itself;  and  if 
that  were  so,  upon  what  conceivable  principle  could  the 
Court  abandon  the  jurisdiction  and  call  in  the  legis- 
lature to  its  aid?  The  only  instances  in  which  appli- 
cations had  been  made  to  parliament  for  the  regulation 
of  charities  had  been,  not  where  there  was  a  failure  of 
the  original  objects  of  the  charity,  or  for  the  purpose  of 
sanctioning  an  application  to  new  objects,  but  where  it 
was  desirable  to  extend  or  alter  the  administrative 
powers  given  by  the  founder  to  the  trustees.  The  exe« 
cution  of  this  charity,  therefore,  belonged  entir<tly  and 

exdnsively 
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exclusively  to  the  Court;  and  i/  from  the  altered  cir-       1884, 
cnmstances  of  the  times  it  had  become  impossible  to     [^     '  '^  _ 
give  eflect  to  the  ^^hole  of  the  testator's  benevolent  in*     Gsnseax. 
tentions  in  specie,  the  Court  would  endeavour  to  execute         j^^ 
the  charity  cypres.  Tlie  AUomey-General  v.  The  Mayor  ^  Uohmo-noem* 
London  {a\  The  Attomey-Gefteral  v.  Andrew,  (i)  Where,     ^"P^^" 
thereforei  of  several  objects  designated,  some  had  fidled, 
the  surplus  income  no  longer  required  for  them  would 
be  af^lied  to  the  remaining  objects,  upon  the  natural 
presumption  that  the  intention  of  the  founder  himself 
would  be  thereby  most  strictly  followed,  the  provisions 
of  the  will  furnishing  in  this  respect  the  safest  ex- 
position of  his  wishes.     The  Court  proceeded  upon 
that  principle  in  the  unreported  case  of  T^  AHomey* 
General  v.  The  Bishop  tf  Landaff{c\  where  a  testator 
having  bequeathed  certain  sums  ont  of  hu  fortune  for 
the  foundation  of  scholarships  in  the  two  universities^ 
and  durected  the  residue  to  be  employed,  as  in  th« 
present  case,  in  the  redemption  of  British  captives  in 
I\iriey  or  Barbary,  and  it  appeared  that  there  were  none 
to  redeem,  the  Court  directed  the  liberated  fund  to  be 
applied  towards  the  augmenting  of  the  scholarships. 

If,  however,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  came  to  a 
correct  decision  upon  the  construction  of  the  will,  if 
the  charity,  as  to  a  moiety  of  the  fund,  had  altogether 
ftiled,  so  that  there  no  longer  existed  any  charitable  trust 
which  the  Court  could  execute^  or  any  person  who  was 
entitled  to  claim  the  fund  beneficially,  the  fund  itself 
belonged  to  that  extent  to  the  Ironmonger^  Company 
for  their  own  use.  The  property  was  vested  in  them  as 
trusteed ;  aad  when  the  trusts  which  attached  upon  it 

ceased^ 

(a)  3  Bro.  C,  C,  171.  (c)  March  9tb,  1819. 

(ft)  8  Vet,  653.;  aad  Andrew  v« 
J^nmiy£[aU,9Fes.S96, 

Qq2 
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16S4.  ceasedi  the  beneficial  ownership  of  course  remained 

Vw, »■'  jjj  ^^  trustees,  against  whom  the  crown  could  main- 

GfMEEAi.  tarn  no  title;  and  the  trustees  were  willing  that  the 

r^  income  should   be  applied  according  to  the  scheme 

J|u>NMONOEEft'  approved  by  the  Master. 
Company^ 

The  Sdicitar-General  (Mr.  Itolfe)  and  Mr.  Wny^ 
who  appeared  for  the  Crown,  admitted  that,  upon  the 
authority  of  Lord  Eldon  in  Moggrtdge  v.  ThactweH  {a)^ 
it  was  impossible  to  contend  that  the  fund  in  question 
had  become  vested  in  the  Crown,  so  as  to  be  diapoaabto 
for  charitable  purposes  under  the  sign  manual. 

Sir  W.  Hame^  Mr.  O.  Anderdon^  and  Mr.  Bdhdlf  in 
support  of  the  decree,  submitted  that  the  ooostroctioa 
put  upon  the  will  by  the  Ironmongeri  Company  could 
only  be  upheld  by  striking  out  the  prohibitory  clause 
in  the  will  altogether.  It  was  incorrect  to  say  that  the 
Court  had  disclaimed  the  jurisdiction ;  so  far,  otherwise, 
the  very  reference  to  the  Master,  directing  him  to  con* 
sider  and  report  what  act  of  parliament  might  be 
requisite,  was  an  implied  assertion  and  recognition  of 
the  jurisdiction,  although  the  Court  at  the  same  time 
thought  that  the  application  of  the  fund  to  new  otyects^ 
and  especially  to  objects  which,  if  his  Honor's  constnio 
tion  was  right,  were  expressly  excluded  by  the  language 
of  the  testator,  ought  to  be  made  under  the  sanction 
of  the  legislature.  There  was  neither  principle  nj»r 
authority  to  shew  that  the  resort  to  parliament  for  sudi 
a  purpose  was  unjustifiable  or  improper.  The  case 
referred  to,  of  The  Attorney-General  v.  The  Bishop  of 
IAandag\  had  litde  bearing  on  the  question;  for  not  only 
was  the  decree  in  that  case  made  without  opposition, 
and  by  arrangement  between  the  parties,  but  the  fund^ 

of 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  585 

of  which  the  new  distribution  was  directed  among  the        1834« 

olh^r  charitable  objects  specified,  was  a  mere  residuary  '  "~-  *"^ 

bequest,  by  the  will  itself  made  subject  to  the  payments  Gsnehai. 
in  favour  of  those  very  objects.  >^^ 

iBONHONGSfti* 


7^  Lord  Chancellor,  after  stating  the  case,  pro-      Nav.2L 
ceeded  as  follows :  — 

The  questbn  which  the  appeal  raises  is  this :  —  Was 
the  Court  entitled,  upon  the  construction  of  the  will,  to 
repudiate  tbe  jurisdiction  ?  But  another  view  has  been 
first  of  all  taken  by  the  relators'  counsel;  they  deny 
that  his  Honor  did  repudiate  the  jurisdiction;  they 
say  he  sustained  it,  entertaining  the  question,  and  re- 
ferring it  to  the  Master  to  settle  a  scheme  for  a  private 
act  of  parliament. 

I  cannot  at  all  take  this  view  of  the  decree  ,*  the  de- 
claration is  express,  that  the  Court  has  no  jurisdiction 
to  apply  the  fund  otherwise  than  to  the  redemption  of 
British  slaves ;  and  as  there  are  none  such  to  redeem, 
the  declaration  is,  that  the  fund  shall  have  no  applica* 
don  until  a  new  and  improbable  state^  of  things  arises. 
It  is  said  that  this  is  only  a  suspension  of  the  fund;  but 
the  question  is  (and  that  comes  under  the  general  argu- 
ment on  the  construction),  whether  or  not  the  will  au- 
thorises the  Court  to  apply  the  fund  td  other  objects 
than  the  redemption  of  slaves;  which  his  Honor's 
declaration  negatives  entirely. 

As  for  the  reference  to  the  Master  to  approve  of  a 
scheme  for  an  act  of  parliament,  I  do  not  profess  to  un- 
derstand how  that  alters  the  import  of  the  declaradoii. 
His  Honor  declares  that  at  present  the  Court  has  no 
jurisdiction^  and  desires  a  bjU  to  be  presented  to  parlia- 
Q  q  3  ment 
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18S4.       ment  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  powers,  which  be 

^/^  '  *  *     considers  the  Court  not  now  to  possess.     It  would  be 

GntSEAL     hard  to  conceive  a  more  complete  denial  of  the  Court's 

i^g        jurisdiction  than  this  course :  the  meaning  of  it  is  plain, 

laowMoyggBs*  that,  as  the  law  now  stands,  the  Court  has  no  jurisdic- 

^^^'     tion  to  apply  the  fund  except  in  redemption  of  slaves, 

and  will  never  have  any  such  jurisdiction  until  the  law 

is  altered.     There  is  no  foundation  for  that  propositton, 

nor  has  this  Court  any  thing  to  do  with  directing  bills 

to  be  brought  in  for  the  purpose  of  extending  its  power 

to  objects  of  bounty  not  named  in  the  will,  nor  in  the 

testator's  contemplation. 

We  come  then  to  the  only  question  here  raised,  and 
that  is  upon  the  construction  of  the  will. 

When  a  testator  gives  one  charitable  fund  to  three 
several  classes  of  objects,  unless  he  excludes  by  most 
express  provisions  the  application  of  one  portion  to  the 
purpose  to  which  the  others  are  destined,  it  is  clear  that 
the  Court  may  thus  execute  his  intention  in  the  event 
of  an  impossibility  of  applying  that  portion  to  its 
original  destination.  The  character  of  charity  is  im- 
pressed on  the  whole  fund ;  there  is  good  sense  in  pre- 
suming that,  had  the  testator  known  that  one  object  was 
to  fail,  he  would  have  given  its  appropriated  fund  to 
the  increase  of  the  funds  destined  to  the  other  objects 
of  his  bounty ;  and  there  is  convenience  in  acting  as  he 
would  himself  have  done.  This  is  the  foundation  of  the 
doctrine  of  cypi^h. 

The  unreported  case,  with  which  I  have  been  fur- 
nished, of  The  Attometf'Genei'al  v.  The  Bishop  ofUandaff^ 
resembles  the  present  in  many  particulars.  It  arose 
upon  Lord  CraverCs  will  in  1647,  which  gave  part  of 
his  property  to  endow  scholarships  at  the  two  Univer- 
sities, 
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iltieS)  and  the  residue  to   redeem  Britisk   Cftptivea,        1694. 
exactly  as  this  wUl  does.     Upon  a  reference  to  the     l  '•'-■^^ 
Master^  it  was  found  that  there  were  none  to  redeem ;      Obnxaax. 
and  a  scheme^  being  approved,  was  sanctioned  by  the         ^^ 
Court,  for  using  all  this  fund,  except  a  moderate  portion  taonxoHflus* 
set  apart  in  case  captives  should  be  made,  and  applying     ^^^f^* 
the  residue  to  increase  the  number  and  income  of  the 
scholars.    Nothing  can  be  conceived  more  like  than 
that  case  to  this ;  the  only  difference^  indeed,  being 
that  there  are  said  to  be,  here,  words  of  exdui^on.    Let 
tts  then  see  if  this  be  so^ 

I  should  have  been  disposed  to  favour  the  relators' 
argument,  on  which  the  decree  must  rest,  had  the  will 
been  that  one  half  should  be  employed  in  redeeming 
captives,  and  in  no  other  way  whatever;  or  that  the  two 
fourths  should  be  employed  in  the  other  charities,  and 
no  more  than  these  two  fourths  in  those  or  any  such 
charities.  But  that  is  far  from  being  the  case;  the 
testator  says,  '<  The  capital  shall  not  be  diminished  by 
giving  away  any  part  thereof,  and  the  interest  shaU  not 
be  applied  to  any  other  use  or  uses  than  those  herein'* 
after  mentioned."  The  object  of  this  general  pro- 
hibition plainly  is  to  secure  the  whole  fund,  principal 
and  interest,  to  charitable  uses;  to  forbid  any  alienation 
of  the  capital,  and  any  diversion  of  the  income  to  any 
other  purposes  than  those  which  he  specifies.  The  ex- 
pression '*  nse  or  uses,"  even  literally  taken,  lets  in  all 
tite  charities  specified,  provided  the  fund  be  given  among 
them,  and  not  otherwise  applied.  Undoubtedly  the 
funds  must  be  applied  in  the  proportions  specified; 
one  half  to  one,  and  one  fourth  to  each  of  the  two  other 
objects;  and  it  would  be  a  breach  of  tnist  to  give  part 
of  the  moiety  to  either  of  the  two  other  purposes  na 
long  as  there  remained  captives  to  redeem.  But,  then, 
it  would  be  just  as  much  a  breach  of  trust  without  the 
Q  q  4  prohibitory 
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1894.       probibkory  dause  as  with  it    If  I  bcqoeatlft  1002.  to 

AvrMmxe-    ^  ^^^  ^^*  ^  ^*^  ®^  ^^^  Other  penons,  JJ.  and  C!» 

6svxaAt.     aay  will  is  broken  if  my  execntor  gives  &  4Uid  C.mofe 

j^g         than  502.  eacbi  bddag  the  cKoesB  out  of  A^*s  lOOL;  btd 

UoMwamBBMk*  it  is  not  the  more  broken  because  I  use  words  of  supeT^ 

\/MHpmy.     gyj^y^  ^j^ J  gj^y^  ((  J  jj^qu^^  200/.  as  follows,  and  to  no 

other  uoe  or  uses*''  So^  here»  the  proUbitioD  is  merely 
superfluous,  and  has  no  greater  operalion  in  prefeoti^g 
at  appropriation  of  the  fiind  in  proportions  different 
from  those  specified,  than  if  the  prohibition  had  beeo 
entirely  omitted;  expresao  eorum  qiue  tae^c  inmmt  niM 

So^  in  the  case  of  a  charity,  where  I  bequeath  100l»  Cq 
one  object,  and  50/*  each  to  two  other  objects  of  bountj^ 
my  tmatees  violate  their  duty  if  they  give  leas  than  IQOL 
to  the  one,  and  more  than  SOU  to  each  of  the  other  two; 
and  that,  whether  I  use  words  of  exclusion,  such  as  **  no 
otherwise,"  *^  no  other  charities,"  &c«,  or  omit  to  use 
them.  But  when  the  one  object  fidls,  the  doctrine  of 
ofpres  becomes  applicable,  although  it  has  no  place  in 
legacies  to  individuals;  and  the  intention  to  which  the 
Court  is  to  approximate  will  be  gathered  from  the  other 
gifts,  and  from  the  gift  itself.  Should  words  be  used 
which  positively  exclude  such  an  approximaUon, — 
as,  for  instance,  if  there  be  an  express  direction  that 
each  of  the  charities  named  shall  have  so  much,  and 
neither  more,  nor  less,  and  one  shall  not  be  extended 
in  case  the  objects  of  another  fail,  —  then,  clearly,  the 
doctrine  can  have  no  place;  but  that  is  because  the 
will  of  tlie  testator  has  expressly  said  so ;  and  by  acting 
against  his  dear  intent,  the  Court  would  not  be  execut- 
ing a/pres  (as  near  as  possible),  but  departing  as  far  as 
possible  from  that  intent.  This  cannot  be  said  of  the 
general  words  used  here,  which  are  abundantly  satisfied 
if  no  part  of  the  capital  is  given  away  at  all,  and  no 

part 
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part  of  the  interest  to  any  otiier  than  the  specified  pur«       1BS4. 
poses.     Nor  is  the  will  at  all  violated  by  applying  the    ^     -     ^^ 
undisposed  and  undbposable  surplus  of  one  branch  to      GsyimAL 
ino-ease  the  objects  of  the  other  branches  of  the  same         r^^^ 
charity.  iBomcoireBKi' 


CanpsBjr. 


The  decree  mnst»  therefore,  be  altered  as  regards  the 
dedaretioD  and  the  reference  to  approve  of  a  scheme  to 
be  submitted  to  parliament;  and  instead  of  that,  the  de- 
damtion  is,  that  the  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  apply  the 
sorplos  income  of  the  mmety  of  the  charity  property  in 
question  in  the  cause,  and  the  accumulations  thereof,  as 
near  as  may  be  to  the  intentions  of  the  testator ;  having 
regard  to  the  bequest  touching  British  captives,  and  also 
to  the  other  charitable  bequests  in  the  will;  and  refer  it 
back  to  the  Master  to  approve  a  proper  scheme  for 
such  ^[q)liCBtion. 
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Rolls. 

^^%^  HARRINGTON  and  MILLIGAN  v.  LONG. 

L.C. 

1834.  rpHE  bill  was  filed  by  Joseph  Harrington  aad  Charles 

24.^27.'  Milligan  as  a  supplemental  bill,  and  it  prayed  that 

Nop.2u  the  Plaintiff  Harrington  might  have  the  benefit  of  a 

!iTe  ™^°'  decree  which  had  been  obtoined  by  the  Plaintiff  MiU 

purchase  an  Ugan  as  a  creditor  of  the  deceased  testator  Long^  in  a 

18  the  subject  ^^^^  instituted  by  Milligan  for  the  benefit  of  himself 

of  a  suit;  but  ^^^  ^^i  q^\^^^  t^g  creditors  of  Lcmg.    The  bill  stated,  as 

if  the  pur-  ^                                ' 

chaser  ^ive  an  aiuppleroental  matter,  that  the  Defendant  Sarah  I/mg^ 

s^l^rafl  ^^^  executrix  of  the  testator,  had  proved  the  will  since 
costs  that  the  decree  had  been  obtained,  and  that  no  account  of 
i^be  in-^'  the  testator^s  assets  had  been  directed  against  her  in  the 
curred  by  the  original  suit,  although  she  had  been  miade  a  party  De- 
prosecution  of  fendant  to  that  suit,  as  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  the 

the  sui^  the  testator's  real  estate  under  a  deed  executed  by  the  tes- 

transaction  ^ 

Rinounu  to  tator  five  days  only  previous  to  his  death ;  and  the  bill 

™Wi©!^^^^  *^'^  stated,  as  supplemental  matter,  that  the  deed,  so 

decree  in  a  executed  by  the  testator  in  her  favour,  was  made  when 

the  Plaintiff  ^^  testator  was  in  a  state  of  mental  incapacity,  and 

^w  h  t^^h  A  ®"g^^  ^°  ^®  declared   fraudulent  and  void  as  against 

proved  in  the  creditors.     The  bill  further  stated,  that,  subsequently  to 

toorjrom  the  ^^®  decree  obtained  by  Milligan  in  the  original  suit,  the 

purchaser  a  Plaintiff  Milligan^  in  consideration  of  a  sum  of  60^.,  had 

demnity   ~  assigned  the  debt,  amounting  to  95/.,  which  he  had 

against  all  proved  before  the  Master,  to  Harrinstotu  with  whom 

expenses  ,     ,     i  .  .      i               i  ../*..      i              , 

which  he  had  he  had  jomed  as  co-plamtiff  m  the  supplemental  suiu 

incurred  and 

might  incur  in 

the  suit,  and  The  Defendant  Sarah  Long,  by  her  answer,  stated 

tinuedto^^'  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  informed,  and  believed,  that  such  an 

used  as  Plain-  assiimment 

tiffin  the  suit,  ° 
together  with  that  of  the  purchaser;  it  was  held,  that  this  transaction  amounted  to 
maintenance,  and  the  bill  was,  upon  that  ground,  dismissed. 


Long. 
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assignment  of  the  debt  of  95/.  as  was  stated  in  the  bill       1888. 
had  been  made  by  Milligan  to  the  Plaintiff  HttrringUm^  iL.  k 

and  that  she  believed  such  assignment  to  have  been  made  v. 

solely  for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting  this  suit;  and  she 
submitted  that  such  assignment  was  contrary  to  law. 

Before  the  Plaintiff's  counsel  opened  the  case,  the 
objection  raised  by  the  answer  of  the  Defendant  Sarah 
Long  was  taken;  namely,  that  the  bill  could  not  be 
maintained,  inasmuch  as  the  assignment  made  by  MU^ 
ligan  to  the  Plaintiff  Harrington^  was  made  solely  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  the  latter  to  prosecute  the  suit, 
and  upon  the  further  ground  that  the  assignment  of  the 
debt  was  accompanied  by  a  deed  of  indemnity  from 
HarringUm  to  MilUgan  against  the  expenses  which  bad 
been  already  incurred,  or  might  be  incurred,  by  MiUigan 
in  the  prosecution  of  the  suit* 

Mr.  BickersUthj  Mr.  Pemberion,  and  Mr.  Wakefield, 
in  support  of  the  objection. 

The  transaction  between  Harrington  and  Milligan 
amounts  clearly  to  a  case  of  maintenance.  The  ques- 
tion is,  not  merely  whether  this  Court  will  give  effect  to 
the  assignment  of  a  right  which  can  only  be  enforced  by 
litigation,  but  whether  the  Court  will*  give  effect  to  the 
assignment' of  a  suit  actually  instituted.  It  is  alleged 
that  Harrington  has  an  interest  in  a  debt  to  a  large 
amount,  found  in  another  suit  to  be  due  from  the  testator 
in  this  cause  to  a  Mr.  Bowater.  Admitting  that  to  be 
the  fact,  how  stands  the  transaction  ?  Here  is  a  party, 
who,  before  the  claim  of  a  litigant  —  that  litigant  being 
an  entire  stranger  to  him  —  is  established,  and  while  the 
matter  is  still  sub  Judice,  bargains  for  that  claim,  and 
buys  it  at  a  low  price  for  collateral  purposes,  and 
with  a  view  to  obtain  relief  from  this  Court  io  matters 

not 
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IP^g^  not  directly  connected  with  the  object  of  the  suit.  If 
Milligan  had  not  prosecuted  the  original  suit  in  a  proper 
manner,  it  was  open  to  Harrington  to  apply  to  this  Court 
to  obtain  the  conduct  of  it.  That  would  have  been  the 
regular  course  of  proceeding ;  but  this  Court  will  not 
permit  a  stranger  to  buy  the  claim  of  a  creditor  who  hais 
instituted  a  suit,  in  order  to  make  the  claim  so  purchased 
the  instrument  of  further  litigation.  Suppose  the  case 
of  a  person  who  happened  to  have  an  enmity  against 
another^  who  was  indebted  to  a  third  party;  such  a 
person  might  find  effectual  means  of  indulging  his  vin- 
dictive feelings,  if  it  were  lawful  for  him  to  purchase  a 
debt  of  100/.  for  a  trifling  consideration,  and,  by  a 
course  of  expensive  and  harassing  litigation,  to  make 
that  purchase  the  instrument  of  the  ruin  of  the  original 
debtor.  The  principles  applicable  to  maintenance  and 
champerty  at  law  are  fuUy  reoogoised  in  oouits  of  eq|uity : 
Wood  v«  Dattmes.  (a) 

Mr»  Barber^  for  a  Defendant  infaereated  under  the  will 
of  Longf  sabmittad,  that  a  auit  could  not  be  maintained 
by  co-plamtifi,  one  of  whom  had  an  interest^  and  the 
other  no  interest  in  the  snfajectrmatter  of  the  sait ;  and 
he  cited  the  following  cases  in  support  of  that  pro- 
position ;  Tie  King  of  Spain  r.  Jdackado  (b\  Ctff  r. 
JPlateU  {c\  Makepeace  v.  Haythome.  (d) 

The  Master  of  lie  Rolls. 

There  is  no  principle  which  prevents  a  person  from 
assigning  his  interest  in' a  debt  after  the  institution  of  a 
suit  for  its  recovery.  Maintenance  is  where  there  is 
an  agreement  by  which  one  party  gives  to  a  stranger 

the 

(a)  18  Fes.  120.  (c)  Ibid,  84Sr. 

(b)  4  Huu.  S85.  id)  Ibid.  244. 
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the  benefit  of  a  suit,  upon  condition  that  he  prosecutes  ^  1833. 
it.  In  Wood  V.  Downes,  Lord  Eldon  thought  this 
was  done  indirectly;  in  Hartley  y.  Russell {a\  it  ap- 
peared to  me  that  it  was  not  done.  Maintenance  is 
properly  discouraged,  because  it  promotes  litigation  and 
leads  to  oppression.  iSut  the  mere  assignment  of  the 
subject  of  a  suit  cannot  be  considered  as  maintenance. 
Such  an  assignment  gives  the  person  to  whom  it  is 
made  a  right  to  institute  a  new  proceeding  in  order  to 
obtain  the  benefit  of  the  assignment;  and  the  proper 
mode  of  doing  this,  in  the  present  case,  would  have 
been  by  filing  a  supplemental  bill,  in  which  the  assignor 
should  have  been  made  a  defendant.  But  how  can  the 
assignor  be  joined  as  a  plaintiff  in  such  a  proceeding? 

Mr.  Tinneyf  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Tine  Flamtiff  Haningfon  had  only  a  thote  in  action 
by  the  assignment;  and  it  was  necessary  to  bring  before 
the  Court  the  person  in  whom  the  legal  right  to  the 
debt  remamed.  Whether  the  assignor  is  broo^t  before 
the  Court  as  a  plaintiff  or  as  a  defendant  k  not  materi$)t 
either  for  the  purposes  of  substantial  justice,  or  even 
with  refisrence  to  the  ordinary  practice  wfaidi  prevails 
io  firaming  bills  as  to  the  node  of  introducing  formal 
parties.  A  person  having  a  daim,  and  a  mere  stranger 
to  that  claim,  cannot  join ;  but  where  the  legal  right 
is  in  one  person,  and  the  equitable  interest  is  in  an- 
other, such  persons  are  properly  joined  as  co*plaintiffs« 
This  Court  always  takes  care  to  have  the  person 
entitled  to  the  legal  interest  before  it,  in  order  that  he 
may  be  compelled  to  do  every  thing  which  is  necessary 
to  give  effect  to  the  claim  of  the  person  who  has  the 
beneficial  interest.     The  Court  has  decided  that  the 

assignment 
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18S8.       assignment  of  Milligan^s  debt  to  the  Plaintiff  was  not 


HAlftlNGTOM 


maintenance;  and  as  to  the  deed  of  indemnity  against 
V,  "  costs,  which  is  now,  for  the  first  time,  alleged  to  have 
^^^'  been  given,  that  could  not  alter  the  character  of  the  traiM- 
action,  supposing  it  were  open  to  the  Defendants  to  go 
into  the  consideration  of  that  question.  So  far  from  such 
a  deed  of  indemnity  being  unlawful,  it  has  been  decided 
that,  upon  the  sale  of  an  interest  under  a  contract,  the 
seller  becomes  a  trustee  for  the  second  purchaser,  and 
the  second  purchaser  is  bound  to  indemnify  the  seller 
against  any  costs  incurred  in  proceedings  for  his  benefit : 
JVood  V.  Griffith  {a).  But  even  if  the  law  were  other- 
wise, no  question  can  now  be  raised  as  to  the  eflfect  of 
the  supposed  deed  of  indemnity ;  for  the  fact  of  such  a 
deed  having  been  given  is  not  stated  upon  the  pleadings, 
and  no  notice  has  been  given  to  the  Plaintiff  for  the 
production  of  such  an  instrument  at  the  hearing. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  insisted,  that  the  fact  of  the 
deed  of  indemnity  having  been  given  was  proved  by 
the  solicitor  of  the  Defendant  Sarah  Longf  who  had 
been  examined  by  her  in  the  supplemental  suit ;  and  that 
the  question  as  to  the  effect  of  such  an  instrument  was 
sufficiently  put  in  issue  by  the  answer  of  Sarah  Long. 

The  Master  cfthe  Rolls  said,  that  notice  for  the  pro* 
duction  of  the  deed  at  the  hearing  ought  regularly  to 
have  been  given ;  but  that,  as  the  answer  of  the  Defend- 
ant alleged  that  the  assignment  had  been  obtained  by 
Harrington  solely  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to 
prosecute  the  original  suit,  and  to  impeach  the  deed 
which  gave  the  property  to  Sarah  Longy  the  deed  of 
indemnity  was  a  fact  to  prove  the  truth  of  that  allegation ; 

and 

(a)  I  SwamU^Z.^  and  see  Sugden*t  F.  Sf  P.  yoL  i.  p.  5S4.  9th 
edit. 
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aiul  that  it  was  not  otcessary,  in  aoy  casci  to  state  in  the  1893. 
ansvar  the  particular  evidence  by  which  a  &ct  was  to 
be  established.  The  proof  of  the  deed  of  indemnity 
was  therefore  admissible,  and,  although  incomplete  by 
reason  of  the  want  of  notice  to  produce  the  deed,  was 
suffieient  to  induce  the  Court  to  direct  an  inquiry  bor 
fat%  the  Master  as  to  the  existence  of  the  deed. 

Upou  this  opinion  being  expressed  by  his  Honor, 
the  deed  of  indemnity  was  produced  by  the  Plaintiff 
Harringtoih  who  was  present  in  Court  i  and  it  appeared 
to  be  to  the  effect  stated  by  the  Defendant's  counsel* 
Upon  the  production  of  the  deed,  his  Honor  declared 
bis  opinion  that  this  was  clearly  a  case  pf  maintenance^ 
and  he  accordingly  dismissed  the  bill.  . 

Upon  the  question  of  costsy  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
directed  the  costs  of  all  parties,  except  the  Defendant 
Sardi  Longf  to  be  paid  by  the  Plaintlds ;  but  consider- 
ing that  Sarah  Long  had  been  well  aware  of  the  exists 
ence  of  the  deed  of  indemni^  at  the  time  when  she  put  in 
her  answer,  and  ought  then  to  have  defended  herself  by 
plea;  that  her  neglecting  to  adopt  this  course  bad  occa- 
sioned all  the  subsequent  expense  incurred  in  the  suiti 
and  that  it  would,  therefore,  be  unreasonable  to  give  her 
the  costs,  which,  if  she  had  used  due  diligence,  would 
have  been  avoided,  his  Honor  thought  that  the  bill,  as 
to  her,  ought  to  be  dismbsed  without  costs« 


The  Plaintiff  Ham/ig^on  presented  a  petition  of  re«         1854. 
hearing.  Mayjt3,u. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Beames^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

It  cannot  be  disputed  tliat  the  purchase  of  an  interest 
which  is  the  subject-matter  of  a  suit  is  perfectly  lawfuL 

In 
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18S4.  In  SoUe^s  Abrtdgmeni  {a\  it  is  sud,  that  if  a  man 
purchase  land  of  B.,  pending  a  sait  in  Chancery  for  the 
land  by  A.  against  B.,  this  is  not  maintenance,  though 
the  purchaser  has  cognisance  of  the  suit  For  that 
proposition  a  case  in  the  time  of  Henry  8.  is  cited ; 
and  the  law  continues  unaltered  in  this  respect  at  the 
present  day.  Maintenance  consists  in  unlawfully  assist- 
ing another  to  carry  on  a  suit  (ft) ;  but  where  a  party 
has  himself  any  species  of  interest,  however  remote,  in 
the  subject-matter  of  a  suit,  and  buys  the  plaintiff's 
interest  in  the  suit,  such  a  transaction  cannot  be  im- 
peached on  the  ground  of  maintenance.  In  the  present 
case,  the  Plaintiff  Harrington  had  claims  to  a  very 
large  amount  upon  the  estate,  the  administration  of 
which  was  the  object  of  the  creditor's  suit;  and  he 
bought  the  debt  of  MiUigan  for  a  bondjlde  consider- 
ation, with  a  view  to  prosecute  those  claims. 

It  was  not  denied  in  the  Conrt  below  that  an  in- 
terest pendente  lite  might  be  lawfully  purchased;  but 
it  was  supposed  that  the  deed  of  indemniQr,  ^ven  by 
the  purchaser  against  all  costs  that  might  be  incurred, 
tainted  the  transaction  with  maintenance.  There  is  no 
foundation,  in  reason  or  authority,  for  the  supposition 
that  an  indemnity  against  costs  so  given  by  a  purchaser 
would  alter  the  nature  of  the  transaction.  All  the 
authorities,  indeed,  which  have  reference  to  this  subject, 
lead  to  a  directly  contrary  conclusion.  In  Wood  v. 
GrrffUh  (c)  it  was  decided  that  the  purchaser  under  a 
sub*contract  was  bound  to  indemnify  the  original  vendee 
against  costs  incurred  in  proceedings  for  his  (the  pur- 
chaser's) benefit;  and  are  not  all  the  costs  to  be  in- 
curred 

(a)  Volii.  p.  IIJ.  (<?)  SugdenU   F.  ^  P.  Tol.i. 

ib)  Co. LU.  368.6.  1  Hawk.  P.      p.  564.  9th  edit. 
C.  C85.  8.5. 


LONO, 
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curred  by  the  Plaintiff  Harrington  in  recovering  his        ISSi*. 
debt  costs  in  proceedings  for  his  benefit?     It  has  been   ^      ' 
laid  down  in  this  Court,  that  a  purchaser  of  ilh  estate  v. 

pendente  IHey  on  filing  his  supplemental  biil,  coines  into 
the  Court  pro  bono  et  malo,  and  shall  be  liable  to  all 
the  costs  m  the  proceedings,  from  the  beginriing  to  the 
end  of  the  suit:  Anon,(a)n  Where,  then,  dlh  be  the 
illegality  of  an  indemnity  given  by  the  purchaser  of  an 
interest  pendente  lite  against  costs  to  which  the  law  of 
this  Court  declares  that  he  shall  be  liable?  In  Waring 
V.  Ward(b)j  Lord  Eldoti  says,  ^  If  the  purchaser  of  an 
equity  of  redemption  enter  into  no  obligation  with  the 
party  from  whom  he  purchases,  either  by  bond  or  cove^ 
nant  of  indemnity  to  save  him  harmless  fix>m  the  mort^- 
gage,  yet  this  Court,  if  he  receives  possession  and  has 
the  profits,  would,  independent  of  contract,  raise  upon 
his  conscience  an  obligation  to  indemnify  the  vendor 
against  thie  personal  obligation  to  pay  the  money  due 
upon  the  vendor's  transaction  of  mortgage.'*  Williams 
v.  Proikeroe  (c)  is  a  case  at  law  in  which  the  subject  of 
maintenance  was  mudb  considered;  and  it  was  there 
decided,  upon  a  writ  of  error  from  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench,  that  an  agreement  between  the  seller  and  pur* 
chaser  of  an  estate,  whereby  the  purchaser,  bearii^  the 
expense  of  certain  suits  commenced  by  the  seller,  was  to 
have  the  benefit  of  those  suits,  and  the  purchaser  bear- 
ing the  expense  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  use  the  name  of 
the  seller  in  any  actions  he  might  think  fit  to  commence^ 
did  not  amount  to  champerty.  So»  in  HmrOey  t*  Atr- 
seU{d)y  a  transaction,  in  its  circumstances  certainly  8one> 
what  savouring  of  champerty,  was  held,  by  the  same  • 
Judge  who  decided  the  present  case^  not  to  amount  to 

champerty. 

(tt)  1  Alk.  89.  (c)  5  mng.  309.$  and  9  tonni^ 

{b)  7  F<rf.33S.  ^Jerv.  129. 

{d)  2  Sim.  4-  Slu,  844. 

Vol.  II.  R  r 
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1§S4.       champerty,    ^ow  can  the  purchase  of  a  debt  pendfnie 

■i\  V/\!'f  itie*  which  is  adaiitted  to  be  a  lawful  act,  be  vitiated  by 
•<fM  <^x/  ti  an  .indemnity  agams^  costs' civen  to  the  seller,  which  is 
^-'  an  act  in  itselt  equally  lawful,  and  which  the  Court  itself 
will,  m  many  cases,  r^qu^re  to  be  performed:  Sfaines  v. 
Morris  {^(1^  Afineslcy  v.  Simeon  ?  ( J)  One  of  the  obj^ts  of 
the.  supplemental  bill  is  to  impeach  a  deed  executed  by 
a  person  alleged  to  be  of  unsound  mind^  five  d^^s  before 
he  committed  suicide ;  and  the  effect  of  dismi^ins  ,tha^ 
bill  will  be  to  snut  out  the  consuleratioQ  of  the  merits 
of  the  casp  upon  a  mere  technical  ground,  and  to  compel 
the  appelant,  at  a  great  expense,  to  file  a  new  supple- 
menrai  tiill,  which  he  Has  indisputably  a  riirht  to  do,  in 
JUS  own  name. 

,    ilr.  KnigJifp  Mr.  Barber^  and  Mr.  Spence,  contra^ 

,):jA^i^<rj^'^«?fl  fl)«V' wudonbtedly  :be- flseignod  ip 
<Muj^i  jM^l'it  Kwv, be  ^a^^oed  pevding  artfiiit  fpr  jm 
,Tf^v«r]f  i  ^bu^itus.oo  iespf  ^rtujiV'  tbat  such  ab  aasig^ 
jWi6|it  ?iv|jr!/N^^1(<d^)^pd9r.oir4fHlstaaGe>  vrhkok  iviU 
.^fpid^FtJi  .il)^g^L|,.(i(n4^lve  ci,r^niAtancQs  .which  ae^i^ 
.RWtfrt i^ifW^«ft?^'« ipHrcfepsfl  lOfihji  debit  OS jfell.as  tbp 
admitted  ojlj^j^^^j^v^i^  the..pil?QbdiQ.wiis'mBdtb  Iwot 
the  transaction  with  maintenance.     The  question,  here^ 
is,  not  whether  a  man  may  or^fnay 'dQt  Jbw^lljrlpur- 
chase  the  demand  of  another ;  but  whether  he  may  in- 
tervene in  a  suit  fur  the  purpose  <5f tncreasing  the  bulk 
of  litigation^     It  is  clearly  maintenance  to  buy  a  suit 
lor' a  collateral  ol^ec^  afic^  for  th|&  purpose  of  making 
that  suit  the  foundation  of  a  mass  of  litigation,  and  the 
instrument  by  which  claiips  are  to  be  advanced  of  a 
totally  distinct  nature  from  the  subject-matter  of  the 
purchase.     It  was  to  secure  the  seller  against  the  costs 

and 

(«)  IF.^  B.S.  (b)  4  Mad.  390. 
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,ff round  tr^a 

much  stress  upon,  that  instrument     The  purchase  was 

*    '  •.>  •,•/'■    .!»  M.J  fV..-<,  '>d  .►«  'j'',i.u/v  ^''-;'«' •  0''i''''  -  '  f'-i''^ 
not  made  simply  to  darry  on  M^lfigons  suit,  but  to  im- 

peach  the  validity  offi  deed  on  the  grpund  offraud,  and 

Z;'    !)  •Ii:  i.-'/"     >'••  M-     ♦'     I-   »..    .,    Ill      «)    rl    uT'l  Jf.'.!  MrOL.  j.».-^   i*ilj 

tor  tqat  purpose  a  great  number  ot  witnesses  have  been 
—    .1 — -._  __ 'rabus 

1  adequate  consideration,  would 
hdve  been  an  innocent  transaction ;  but  the  qeed  of  in- 
demnity  discloses  the  re^l  nature ,  of  the  dealing;  be- 
tween  the  parties;,  and  proves  that  the  purchase  was 
made  with  a  view  to  the  htigation,  which  was,  in  met, 

""''^f.'??:^P»'y  ,"-"?5«'^1^  »»R°°  *.f  °^iei.fW  suit ,  ,^n  fi«r& 
V.  Greene  (a)  J  it  was  observed  by  Lord  Manners^  that  if 
^hebu}^^  of^  An:ih€^Mt<Whictl  is  tb^d'eltobjtel  dr  a^suit, 
hbsm<piWdt«  ^d>«o'  akw^  %  gkkiW/^  ttie^^y^  \tl^^ 
im^  Vh^tiii^  tighter  I mbtig^  n^  \^s'X]iM^4ek\liS^'9dit^ 

itt<pi^@<listjlf  tlie^y«»^n«  da^  «^^i^f»has^'mi^l)b  fer')lltti6^ 

^brfft>^'l$,4ltc5yhlgU(i%n'tl^  lEiUtho^ftt^,'!^^ 

^m4  lhfei'lilll^i#«s;>tll(il^ftfbtei  «M^lj^^di&Aife4^l^>  l^'»J^iinbii 

-•'i''MlCF'!?»M*3^}^tatep1y;'*'    {'"^^^  »''■•''•   ^    'iJ'l'*»«i"   J'»fr  ,^[ 
J'''-^Wl    '»r<J  ''*    'WM:'i!fM:  .-.I    y'jiib   <f    jl       -fiojii.uKl  ^K> 

Ti^e-LoRD  Chancellor  '  made  an  order  .affirmim^ 

tfe'e^a^ljiiibfl'oft'h^iMte'oftlie-K^lls.  ^'='";'''l"/"  -"f 
'uij  !)rin  ,'  oi^'-f*!'   to  r'.-rrn  *\  t(»  mo'Ti.IjiU'oI  o«jr  )ni'*.  Jurlj 

I..  :;. 
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4  ,  •  -  / 

^sw!'  DOUCE  r.  Lady  TORRINGTOK 

J.  by  hit  T|Y  a  settlement  dated  the  SOth  of  September  1811^ 

marriage  set-      W/m 

tl«ment,  made  and  made  on  the  marriage  of  Lord  TcrringUm^  thea 

l"eMnVed^      Captain  jByng,  with  the  Defendant  Lady  Torrington,  the 

secure  upon     sum  of  12,506/.,  3  per  ceiU.  Consolidated  Bank  Aonuitiea 

ara^nnirity^c?  was  transferred  to  trusteesi  upon  trust  to  pay  the  divi- 

400/.  for  his      dends  to  Lord  Torrington  during  his  life;  and  after  hi» 

life/in  case      decease,  to  Lady  Torrington  for  her  life;  with  repiaioder 

she  should       to  the  cliildren  of  the  marriage  except  the  eldeat  son; 

survive  him,    •        , ,       ,  .  .  t       i  rw*      .  t 

in  addition  to  and  by  this  settlement  Lord  Torrington  covenantedi  upon 

made7Jr*her    '^'*  accession  to  the  title  and  estates  of  his  family,  to  so* 

by  the  settle-     cure  upon  the  said  estates  an  annuity  of  400/.  a  year  aa 

afterwards,  by  ®  provision  for  Lady  Torrington^  for  her  life,  in  case  she 

a  deed,  ex-  should  survice  him,  in  addition  to  the  provision  made  for 

ecuted  in  .       ,       ,  , 

1818,  and  in-  her  by  the  settlement, 
tended  to  be 
made  in  pur- 
suance of  the        Lord  Torrington  succeeded  to  the  family  title  aad 

mm^"an        estates  in  1813,  and  by  an  indenture  dated  the  2d  of 

annuity  of        June  1818,  and  made  between  Lord  Torrington  of  the  , 

wife  which       ^^^^  P*'*^  ^^^  ^"^^  Lady  Torrington  of  the  secoad  part,  and 

was  made         the  trustees  of  the  settlement  of  the  third  part^  reciting 

payable  to  her    ,t,,^.  tiii-  .  i 

after  his  de-     that  Lord  Torrtngfon  hacj,  by  his, carnage  settfement, 

cease,  during     covenanted  to  make  such  further  provision  for  Lady  Cor- 
ner widow-  *  •' 
hood.    By  his       .                                                                               -   tnng/tvn 
will,  made  in 

1830,  after  ratifyitig  and  oohfirminji;  the  settlement,  he  gave  an  amniitf  oF  4i)0^ 
to  his  wife  during  her  widowhood,  in  addition  to  the  provision  made  for  faer  by  the  . 
settlement:  Held,  that  the  widow  was  entitled  both  to  the  annuity  granted  to  her 
by  the  deed,  and  tbe  annuity  given  by  the  wilL 

The  testator  began  his  will  by  directins  that  all  his  iuftt  debts,  funeral  and  other 
incidental  expenses,  should  be  paid  with  all  convenient  speed  after  his  decease. 
By  a  codicil  he  deyised  a  particular  estate,  upon  trust,. in  the  first  place,  to  fay  the 
annuity  to  his  wife,  and,  after  certain  payments,  to  apply  the  surplus  to  the  dis- 
charge of  his  simple  contract  debts :  Held,  that  the  real  estate  was  not  charged  with 
the  payment  of  ciebts. 

Quare,  Whether  the  introductory  words,  without  more,  would  have  charged  the 
real  estate? 
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rington  aa  was  therein  mention^di  and  that  the  trustees  I83d« 
had  called  upon  Lord  Torringlon  to  fulfil  his  cove- 
nanty  it  was  witnessed  that,  in  full  performance  of  the 
covenant  contained  in  the  said  indenture  of  the  SOth 
day  of  November  1811,  Lord  Torrington  granted  to 
Lady  Torringianf  (in  case  she  should  happen  to  survive 
him,)  and  her  assigns  &r  life,  in  case  she  should  so  loi^^ 
continue  his  widow,  an  annuity  or  rent*cbarge  of  4O0L 
to-  be  charged  tipon  and  payable  out  of  the  manors 
messoages,  hereditaments,  &c.  tfaei'ein  mentioned,  being 
c^taln  pkrtir  bf  the  estate  called  the  Yotes  estate. 

Lord  Tdrringfm  by  his  will,  dated  the  4th  of  October 
1830,  after  directing  all  his  just  debts,  funeral  and  other 
incidental  expenses  to  be  paid  with  all  convenient  speed 
after  his  decease,  and  after  ratifying  and  confirming  in 
every  xlespect  the  settlement  made  on  his  marriage,  gave 
all  his  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  and 
real  estate  whatsoever  to  the  PIainti£,  whom  he  also 
appointed  his  executors,  and  their  heirs,  upon  trust  in 
the  first  place,  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said 
matiors,  messuages,  lands,  and  hei*edttaments,  to  raise 
atid  pay  to  Lady  Torrington  an  annuity  of  400/.  during 
htf  life,  if  she  should  so  long  continue  his  widow  and 
unmarried,  but  not  otherwise,  in  addition  to  the  pro- 
vision mad^  ibr  her  by  her  marriage  siettlement;  and 
upbb  the  fnrtfier  trusts  therein  mentioned. 

The  testator  made  a  codicil  to  his  will,  dated  the  15th 
of  April  1831,.  m  the  faUowiog  words:  -^^^  Wbems  I 
have  in  and  by  my  said  will  directed  that  the  rents  and 
profits  of  my  Yotes  estate  shall,  after  the  payment  of  an 
annuity  to  my  wife  the  Viscountess  Tarringjtony  be  paid 
to*  my  son  George  Byng  for  his  use  during  his  iife|  now 
I  hereby  direct'  that  the  trustees  in  my  will  named  shall 
receive  the  yearly  rents  and  profits  arising  from  my  said 
R  r  3  Yote$ 


OABB&m !  OHANCEAYi 

andj|profti&  Aoi^mrljK  9iim4)fr8O0f,5  «d'iqpp^'di«^r«<(r)y 
sni^tiis  jo0  tjur.  aud  inMitf  ap4!  pfafi(9!  of  any -Dli^'^sM^ 
in  idia|h«rgft><^  ib«^'  simply  tiMx9tQ^4^tj$  Qwi&j;%  4i^ 
it-lM^Qg  mi^/dicwe'  lb8tillhe>wboli^Biiii:>iiitt!br  «i9ok  jkmIjt 

tfafi)p<^c»fniion  pftfsoMl whoxttiMiN^  tttyiwkl  mill  laafiib^ 
cniidflflbr^aftberaMBBiiiiiittl  Afe  isftidJddbit  and  iblerea$ 
tfaconscniiAse  AdtjutMJd.^-Mf  -/'(    •  >V  '/;>..  t  'r-;t  oh.^n 

ioT^e>bHi(lwa3>{6icd>rb]rltba/<nJktee$<  imdMeifeQiitMi  of 
tfae'svill  a£  hotdt^nmngton^  a^insttibat Dowager  l«ad()r 
Jfanr  Mg/gM^i^thfe^  tfeuateeHi  of  (tfaei  ai^tlkiBdnt^  rtl^  ^imnal 
Lord  rornngtfiMvi  arid  kibbth^r»paofciaa.»  bitef«led>iiiidof 
the  will;  and  the  questions  in  the  cause  were,  first, 
wK^iURDXadjr  ^Xbrmt^an^tby  )ih0)(mdrfi^^  aaMleal^nt, 
Ab  dedd  iif;iArt0(18l8i|»iiaBd  4lMfwill»riwasTntklbd,«a  t^^^ 
ainUitk8idrytf)!Mj>9ieac,/Qr)tO'flMie(«fDly({  andrafsftfndlyt 
wHediedrthftireal  ciilalb  o£)Jdba).teatatiir  ^asfsabj^Qtwlifo 
ihd^p9grnientli)r(his'difet&)f!t   t'li;    -  M'.M' 'inM.-  •j^rjtt.- r^i 

'ii')Miuli^;8NKiv(fbd(lhe'4ffq9ice8tantt>ei3iecat^^  -^^d  !)'.)'>// 

urMii  BkktntM  aiid.Mr»  fl^aj^^fin^Iiidy  ZTMTMf^^ 

--^v^'V  IjiOwl  i<\<\  '1(1  l)-il»  ''.hf  «MH  r,)'t/'.  fil  .ii..«t*mI-j 
/n    JMi'.H-j/o)   oil)    ♦«>    11(5  t  >i  I'-     Lr*  1    r»     >•■  ,'>i    .;    'j.f)    ;n  !<((« 

oiMr^^^Gi  Jifaktft/5^foo4«iii(Df  >ihb  lagitteesuodei^tlM  w^lk 

^\  Als'lo^ihe^rst  poiht^it'was  argued,  on  the  'pkvi  (i^t'acty 
Tornnsioiu  (hat  she  was  enutled  as  well  to  ine  arniuity 
of  ^O^k  secured"  to  her  by  11ie'dee(l  of  ^unei^i^^'pii'r^ 


pDfllngito  kt^'  made^  ab  it  wi^t^iioiditatit  intended  to'  bfe'       1QS9I 
nmcn?,  m  pH>sbance  rf  tlve' coveikiiu? in ib(i  mtimi]^ suct^    ^BrnM" 

t^fimDg'df4ba'Cdurt<MKi^'tt^rfi^t'ddbbterpDi(:iit)n^)0rf^ 

tibiV  t)f'thB  pdrty  by<iv)ion^"fhey^'werd*gif\'0H^  ftyt^nffthw 
cm^  this  C^tff  t  Wft!s  t)r^iid^  &b(ii  ifictivilg  ilf|f)dip^i«^^^rii 

etitk^  ft^  fmm  all  dn^bi||;uk7i'tlu«'itoiBnDuft^dofff  OOli 
^en  byliiit  itfiR>Uibfii^  b^  ib}[|idUfttOtttOflhe)pii(nli6iOD 
made  for  Lady  Torringlon  by  heriiaiip-fgUgl  tsstttismoif^ 
which  settlement  he  by  his  will  ratified  and  confirmed 
lift  ^i^fy  partSttulary  <  <ir Mrai^  ^  im^xiittlBle^'^.  th^KeTotdyiror 
vft«  Cmiri5^<ri)iite«itr  migfae  be^'its^  iBcGnhtidk  ikr  Ita/cod4 
j«eaR«^  u^n'cbe<8dU)jeci^  to  lnalE&»:>dj^i^ta(icm  Jntx^ 
trMtct)«ii'4aithe  expMSfeddtfflUbf  Ithe  (^Monu^'\:  hi<\l 
.vii.  .,'.7/  i^.;{.,  iv)  'fi  MU»'j>eM'|'  o'i:  f).-ir.  ill*/;  oilt 
-' 'Oflt'Ml^'  odi«r  (him^  it  ims  o^itendfflfbrXoTdli^^ 
fAk^/^i't&e  MiK^  fbili  f&ait  ^conld^bcs  hostftubt  kbab  dib 
rei^l  imeniicMi  of'  die •  teBtalan \vaa  to  ^\W  (iylbiaciviiillrflni 
ttl)^l^:<(tf '4Mft  teftfaeit^facidloh'  oTj  tht  IcoTewLntdiiioHis 
marriage  settlement;  that  the^idBbctiibfl'xItokiii^fjtbdl 
Lady  Torringlon  was  entitled  to  two  annuities  of  400/, 
would  be  idrotettirfa(iiy;!tordepihr8i[<>f!dh9aiRBvtliflIKeir 
to  the  title;  and  that  there  was  sufficient  indication  of 
tile  tcstal'&r^iintienubn  t6'Y)ut!Lddjn  Thfrnl^Sk  tdt/her 
election.  In  executing  the  deed  of  1818  Lord  Tor- 
rington  did  that^wWdrwiAB  boo^deitB^'iictt&J^^htMelf 
and  by  the  trustees  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  covenant  in 
iW  MtelBiiMMt*^  'jTM  ddtd  of  riAie  >WttaiieA  wtksiMro- 
i^epii^y  V^9.H^  }^  ^}^^^  deed,  ancj  the  anpult}' ;.  jns^ea^  of 
b^in^  giye|i^  tp  tady  Tqrritwton  absoluWy.for  her  life  m 
pursu^ac^  of  Uie  terms  of  ti)e  €joyena[\t^  was  by  tfi^  deed 
granted  to  her  only  during  her  widowhood — circum* 
R  r  4  stances 
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\6S9a       stances  shewing  iliat  the  settlement  was  mislaid.    Tliefe 
^d"*"^^     could  be  no  doubt  that,  when  Lord  Torringion  made  hb 
0.  Willy  he  had  forgotten  the  deed  which  be  had  executed 

ToBjiiifoTON.  twelve  years  before,  and  that  he  intended  only  to  confirm 
by  bis  will  the  additional  provision  for  which  he  had  co^ 
venanted  in  the  settlement,  and  which  he  hod  acuudly 
made  by  the  deed.  The  circumstance  of  his  having  In 
express  terms  ratified  and  confirmed  the  settlement  by 
his  will,  furnished  one  of  the  strongest  arguments  to 
shew  that  he  had  forgotton  the  deed  of  18 Ids  for  it  was 
extremely  improbable  that  he  would  have  used  the  ex<- 
pres^'^ODS  by  which  he  confirmed  the  settlement,  if  be 
had  l^een  aware  that  he  had  already  executed  a  deed  in 
confirmation  of  it;  while  nothing  could  be  more  natural 
than  the  use  of  those  expressions,  coupled  with  the  gift 
of  an  annuity  of  the  same  amount  which  he  had  cove^ 
nanted  to  give  by  the  settlement,  if  the  deed. of  ISIS 
had  wholly  escap^  his  recollection.  By  the  codicil  the 
.testator  directed  his  trustees  to  apply  the  rents  of  the 
Yotes  estate  in  discharge  of  the  annuity  to  his  Utifki  an 
expression  clearly  indicating  that  the  testator  had  but 
one  annuity  in  his  contemplation,  and  inconsistent  with 
the  snpposi&>n  that  he  intended  to  givw  two  annltftiea 
of  400f.,  instead  of  the  sin^  annul^  to  thai  arawat 
which  he  had  covenanted  to  give  by  tbe>setdaitient« 

'  Upon  the  secbnd  pomt,  it  was  coiitended,  .oa*4hp  aim 
i^de,  that  the  intn>ductory  wotds  of  the  wiU^  by  iwfaicliilbe 
testator  directed  all' his  just  debts,  funeral Und'otbesdrttfi-i 
dental  expenses  to  be  pttld  with  all  Mnvemertt  speoiaAar 
his  decease^  Irould  clearlyi  if  fber&  were,  wiebing  ia  the 
win  to  control  the  eff^t  of  those  w^ords^  charge  ifat.  li^l 
estate  with  the  payment  of  debts.  Ciighrd  vu  />n^  (a) 
But  it  might  be  said  that  the  sub$ec|U0nt  chai^  of  a  {lar-* 

ticnlar 
(a)  eMiuLss. 
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tii^utAH^^^^  y^i^h  tbiepiiy  (a^Qt.pf  hi^s.«igrip\e  coptraf:!  debts        1 8SS. 

sbeiir«^,^)mtit  Wi93  ]?ip\  tUp  in^py^^  of  tl^p  ^^^^^r,  }P  ^J^^^g®     ^ISvd^ 

his  r«Al  estates  g^emlly  with  t,he  payment  o^  dpbt;s.^  t."^^ 

Tb?i?e.  wwi  bQ»:ever^.np  grqMn^.fpf.  suijh,  ap  inferen^e^ ^  ToaaS^ir. 

tliie  cbi^gf}  WP9R.  tb^  pw'lipulqr.  ^^tat^  migl^t  ()e  mi^ej  •^'''"'/>^*  T 

^it^.^  vicf^.fo^v^  ail  addiiiunQl  rt^uiud)'  u>  ihq  simple 

coptfiW:^  qre4ftor^.apd  was  pcrlecUy  consistent  wuh  the 

gQiM»*a(  cbi^rg^  yjppi^  ^'^^  whole  of  his  real  estates.     In 

Tiu)wi4Un  l^r  ^P^€/f  {a)  the   teiitalor,  after  usuig  intro*^ 

dj^tqry  inord^  jsimijar  to  tbo^e  u^sed  by  the  test^^tor  ia 

U>fi  prj^$eQl;^^^,(jljevij»^d  particnhir  ^^t^Sj  out  of  which 

^  except,  two  by  .Piinie,  uj>on  trusl,  in  tl^e  first  pi  nee,  to 

pfiy- ^^dfstm  4U)4/^I  legacies  given  by  Ills  will.     There; 

^e  aubsfl^i^t^jpart  pt^  the  will  was  inconsistent  with  the 

VppU^ti4i^vd9i:iv[e4  &^>i^  the  general  intro^Iuctory  words^ 

b^(9  th/^i;^  V(4|s  PQ  i^ponsistcney  between  such  implication 

m^(jk  ih^  p[^r^i4fi^  direction  la  the  codiclL 

[Op  th€»  ,9t^^  s^4^  it  was  copppd^^  r"*^y^^  P'^f^^^^V 
iM^se  00^14 ^9h ^  ^JlfM^'gMUH^.frpn?  Clifford  s\Lea>is.'^ 

"■'     •■  •'      ••"  •'•'      '■■    ^    ':     -.'.'.li.M   •.  -....^,   n..-..  .-i.jy., 

Thttisetfckimiil  amduiU'tOian  <^4|i|i^blegif$M?,t<o(4QQt 
a  ywrupad  the  ontates  in4|ue$tip%  apfl  ithe^^d  9^  ^H? 
givesitoljdy  Ti^rw^r^w  A  jeg^l  (^^WA^yifpi?  ^flF^H»fr" 
able  anDuity,  but  is  no  addition  to  the  settlement.  The 
wil  ptkHiide6)ibr  Lady  ToMngtmrmJW^}i^^^\o^^^l'  a 
yieo^  dxprai^sed  ta  <  be  m  ad^ti^n;  ;tp;  I)er  [  iS^fl^o^^^. 
Whatcfveri  tberaforei  may  be  coiyf  <rtuiJe4  ^  ;tp  ih?  r^f  1 
mtctitie^ of'tlie;toUatcfr» ^npcottrt  qnq.dep^rly^.liev.pf ^l^e 
toroi  QBBidfticF,  to  which  she  h  dearly  io^titkd  >^  \\}^ 
plBiiiterms'<tf  tbl>iii»tfBrp^1s»  r  Il^is  argr^^^^itiA&istipn 
to  tke  Goiirt  in  ibis  case 'that  the  •qufistian  Jbnre  is.bet;w^^n 
mother  audi  soni  and  altOgetber  i^m'^ablei;;  f^nd.therei^n 
be  little  doubt,  therefore^  that  what  may  be  considered  to 

.  have 

(a)  2F>«.  ften.315. 
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IBSSl       haye  been  the  real  iDtention  of  the  testator  with  respect  to 
the  two  annuities  will  between  them  be  carried  into  effect. 


As  to  the  second  question,  the  language  used  by  tlio 

testator  impoi'ts  lio  intention  on  his  part  that  his  j  ust 

debtSy  funeral  and  incidental  expenses,  should  form  a 

diarge  apon  his   teal  estate.     He  debir^  that  Ch&s^ 

paymetitS'  nVay  be^wiacte  with  all  convenient  sf^eed  after 

hisdeccli9e>|  but  this  direction  b  fully  iiatrsfi^  by  an  inl- 

tentfon  ttnat  th<  pafyHient  shrodM  be  m^e  xjat  oT'tht^ 

jC    (SiH^  personal  'e^aCe  ^akmel    Thfere  is  'h<*re  no'  ^i^pres^{t>d9  aS- 

"'^^''    ^  intHe'tafie^rf to^rfv.  ZirttfsjtbathtsdAteWreinthtf 

Ck  f^  -  ^  ^  ^^-'''>*  fi^t'^ace  to'be  jHitd^  #hioh  wa^  held  tafeiport  that  Vi£ 

/  /  •     X  ^  i>*    V  ^  f"-  debts  ^^  tbbe  dlsc*iai^  bcfcre  the  sobs^fent  ^IW 

/  id  fiii  will  shooid  t&ke  efltet,  and  ttierWbi^  «d«ti^-ddif  alP 

.  propwty  given  by  the  wllL '  It  is  plam,  htiweter,  from' 

the  ccidici)  tiiat  t\v^  testator  did  not  hitend  a  ^efaV 

,  ^  eharge  of  debts  npon  bis  real  estate;  f6t  by  that'Codlcif 

;  he  direct  a  •  ^the « '  Y^^f  estate  to  be  applied  In  '  tfie  ^  fitist 

!!  .    insrtanee-to  the  payment  of  the  ttnnnhy  to  Lady  ^Tb^- 

'  rvngtmi^  and  the  stirplus  only  to  be  a>ppl!ed  to^  the; 

f  ..  7  pa^m^t  of  Ilk/ simple  contraet  d^sJ   ^he tonight-' 

',:''  I    clivnitidn  oFm)r  cplntdn  «si  thkt  th^  intfodtictot^  -word^'irf 

"^  tfcW  cade 'doi'tfot4tfdteatii  the  rhtetttioti  t)r*ttife^  teitatdt  W 

'  crefe»e>*eW  fiittd  ftr  kbe  priyiteht ^F  Wg  debt*;*  but  W 

la'tinriebessaiy  16  decide  the  guestioit  upWU«rf*gf6iindi* 

becaa^)^  tbe^eodicil  makes  it  clei&r  that  the  tdstator'dtd' 

not' intend  a  gebet^al  charge  upon  his  real  *e^ti^  ^  -  '     i 

It  ifitfy  lie  observed  that  tireanmiicy  gmhtM  inrMl8 
is  tot^Ttktf,  to  <he'effiifct  ^  the  tdv^Mnt  fn  thi^  th^iapr 
aetttement)  being  tin  amf^nuy  gtv^,  not  absolutely  fdti  the 
life  of  Lady  Tcrtin^mi  bat  ddrin;^  her  widt>whood  iM\p 
Lady  T^nHgtm^  in  a  inxi  fiatiied  for  that  purpose,  if^bufcf 
be  TelieTCd  tfgaini^t  this  itnproiper  rettrictiori*  but  tllbr* 
can  be  no  doubt  that  this  will  be  aiTanged  witftbtff  the 
necessity  of  a  suit  on  her  part. 
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UJCIfARDXYSEH  mad^tWsirixUl  Aif  tbfiMfpllpi^inft  A  testator, 
JLX  J       «t     •  ^  I  M  IT     after  a  specific 

;    wpra§:  f  Ji.giyfi^na,  b0qjiH5at*>,  i^ma  II)yiid§M.;Y(V%  bequest  of 

b/opk$^.a»dDtbfir  «ff^iata|w]lMsoeM§r«  W^f^Ji^W^tttegTlM?         estate,  de- 

w*  M"^.«il.fny /repM4>[qvxbp|i^r..»^  fewi^MA  c!t!ltcs%nd 

PfijWi  IWWW^  .«^Jfl*P.#P^L«ffW».§ftgriBft»ft^HMfil^r^  esute  mT°* 
Jtfftt.^eV^^.Wli  iJIKftf  WaiiexpfifWe«il^«>d  *J^i^W«Pf.'^  pj^^nt  o7 
BF9YWM5  ^?is^Wy(?^'iy»iM4fiP?.PWrjinftfthft,«u»te.lib^r§flf  his  iust  debts 

^J^  4^».?]«^^/^^  We^§rfibenfowf/»M  trustees/thdr 

^&r^«fM>?;I  SRin^^ffi,nW4.i(rf^4.iJw<?ftfiGw»^  tiSflj'and^adl 

BVlb'ift  tJv»>, J^eii;?i  «:|fec^«o^s,uWd.^4ffl)niM^/^tqrfe^.4fi^  ministrators, 

-,  '  '  1  1  n  1      upon  certain 

CW4*flgnV>i.rte  iV^f»«  «ft4.1^W^fl^iI^bfiWfl'iloU|«^u^^  trus^    The 

tffp«^.l^eip«fti^F,,Piifintipfj^i,t^^^ 

4^^iM:»feft  %;«^/^<.Wl4]«ifej^^^  \m  the  payment 

V?  I^pM  9R4,PWy'f^^if9W  ft?fe!w?ldi.ff>Mfeffl4jWirfi^^    of  debts. 

profits  yv9j;fpf»'iW4  rfi^v>ipt6r«§fal^wrf«l^c  6nj9fthl»l 
produce  of  my  personal  estate,  and  of  the  stocks,  funds, 
or,  9i^iMitiij^,)f^iQryK[)^9Af)%^i)i(9h]A^^^  teinft,Jrt«yybeA«MiefIed 

i9flepi?nc;ently../i?f  ftfty,,fii.tiire.)tw^l«»nd  .»whpmi#lAei  «i»^ 

vfmm  w4  friW/Ji'^Pfl  W,^.f?«v^vffH^.^  if\t<er(fei«wj^ 5»c^ 

file  receipt  jd|t  J:ec^ipis.pf>p^.W(l,3vifft:tft  bjBjrtt  #Jt:  titwl 
a  s^ffici|9f)t  ^^ch^irgB  fof  \^^  ri!#t%  profU$^ ;iniere«t^,ii%* 
diiyi(J^;7  mtb.4iy^r9Jimtatipns^Pi^ciV{  .  [,  (,.■    .i  , 
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iaS8«  The  bill  was  filed  by  a  creditor  for  ihe  administration 

w  "  ^  ^^  testator's  estate  against  the  executors  and  all  par- 

V.  ties  interested  nuder  the  will,  and  the  question  in  the 

Kbnnedy.     ^^^^^  ^^  whether  the  real  estate  of  the  testator  was 

charged  by  the  will  with  the  payment  of  debts. 

Mr.  BMwstM  Md  Mr.  WMtnua^^  ibr  the  Plaintiff. 

T(ie  testator  has  used  an  expression,  ^'  t^ter  payment 
of  my  just  debts,'*  which,  taken  in  cojonection  with  the 
devise  of  h^s  freehold,  leasehold,  and  copyhold  estates, 
and  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate^  which  immediately 
precedes  that  expression,  plainly  indicates  that  he  in- 
tended to  charge  his  real  estate  with  the  payment  of  his 
debts.  To  confine  the  words  ^*  after  the  payment  of  my 
just  die^''  t6  the  tesidiie  of  the  testator's  personal  estate, 
would  be  a  fbrckl  and  artificial  construction  of  the  sen- 
tence. The  testator  evidently  intended  to  make  every 
species  of  his  property  liable  to  the  payment  of  his 
debts ;  and  it  is  only  by  I'esorting  to  an  artifice  of  punc- 
tualfe^fj,  ^ieh  ts,  undlsrany  drcnmst^nces,  an  en'oneous 
priticfpte  of  interpretatidnl  that  any  doubt  can  ^be 
thTX>wn  upoh  tfee  7mpoi*t  of  tlie  language  which  he  lias' 
used.  Itt"  Stklkro^  v.  Pinden  {a\  Lord  Alvantey  said, 
the  WdrAs  "'after  payment  of  my  debts**  mean  that 
until  the  testator's  d^bts  are  paid  he  gives  nothing; 
that  every  thing  he  has  simll  lib  subject  to  his  debts. 
To  give  those  wohl^  any  effect,  they  must  charge  the 
rean  esuKeL 

"Mr.  Pemberton  hM  Hr.  Plafhitjxdhird. 

The  personal  estate  is  the  natural  fund  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts,  and  the  gift  of  the  residue  of  the  testator's 
personal  estate  immediately  precedes  die  words  **  afler 

payment 

(a)  3  Fa.  73S. 
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payment  pf  my  just  debts,  and  funeral  expences."    It  is       fWf:'. 
surely  a  more  obvious  ^nd  natural  construction  of  the 
sentence  to  refer  the  words  "after  payment  &c^  to  Vi 

the  immediate  rather  tlum  to  the  room  renw>te  aoitece^  Kemkbdy. 
dent ;  that  more  remote  antecedent  being,  moreover,  a 
species  of  property  no^  1^1^  liable,  to  the  payment  ;of 
debts.  SkaUcross  v.  Finden  does  not  apply  to  the  present 
case ;  ibr  th^re  the  testator  commenced  his  will  with'  a 
direction  for  th^  payment  of  all  his  debts,  and  such  iii- 
trdductbry  words  wolild,  undoubtedly,  be  sufficient  to 
cbfirge  the  real  estate. 

7%e  MASTBk  ^M^  ftoLLS. 

The  expression  upon  which  tha  question   depends 
affords  some  co]our  for  the  arguo^ent  psed^  but^  in  pl^in 
construction*  it  is  to, be  referred. to.  tb^  freohpjdi  copy* 
hoI4  and  leasehold  property^  as  well  as  Xo  4)e  personal , 
estate;  and  those  who  insist  upo^n  limiting  tbe^nerality 
of  the  expression  must,  find  that.  Umil^  in.jtb^il^iigiiajgfl 
used-    It  may  be  remarked  that  ^  leasehold  estg^e,  \% 
comprised,  with  the  freehold  and  copyboldi  ji^  the  «4^r  . 
tecedent  part,  and  that  leasehold,  estate  is  by^.la^r  sqbr  , 
ject  to  tne  debts  and  other  charges;  i^ncji.tQ  say  ibat  the. 
expression  "  after  pfQ^ment  of  my  debt§**  \%j\Qt  to.^ip  fB^. 
ferred  to  the  freehold,  le^ehold,  and  copybQ]4  property,  ^ 
is  to  say  tbat,,apcQrdii;^  to  tfa^  t^stato^p  int^mion,  iba  • 
leasehold  property  is  not  to  be  applied  to  the  p|iyj(iie94  ; 
of  debts.  My  opinion  is,  that  the  real  estate  is  by  this 
will  charged  with  the  payoi^n^  ofideUf*  .  w 
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'"  I'rr' '.JONES. «*WAT£R^^ 


1834 

L.  C 

May  S8; 


'•  ^  *1lHfit^  till  jttllegecl  that;  iii  the  year!l82l  tU  ftainutf. 

ivoo.  SI.  '  WiUiam  Jonesj  deposited  in  the  banking  house  of 

The  Plaintiff  Ilobert  tVaters  of  Carmarthen  the  sum  of  1500/..   and 

citor^fa"*  '       ^^        spme  Remained  due  to  him,  with  interest,  at^tl^^ 

banking  firm,  de^tp  or*2iSwcr/';fra/^r^   which  happened  in  the  ye*r 

IlL^Pif/thL  1827^.  ^Mouert  rniters.  by  his  will  made  in  1813,  devised 

preventine  .vn.  J,   /i.nut^.i    vri  .   '       i  ';,''''      ,  -'     ,".'"^ 

taking  out  ot  ond  bequeatbed  all  bis  real  and  personal  estate,  subject 

circulation  i>,\i:  .jt.Uji  \ci\,  <  .«. ..;'  v-i  j;  ■  .  .</*      ;    •■  -y  J        f « . 

notes  issued  to   certain  legacies,   to    his    brother  Jonn  Waters^    his 

in  the  lifetime  ^q^^s  and  executors,  ana  constituted  his  said  brother  his 
of  the  tea-  '  .  .      *'.w. ,.. 

tator,  who  sole  executor.     Robert  IValcrs,  some  time  prior  to,  and 

klf/lf.k^  yp  to   the.  tin\e  oF  his  deatli,  used   the  names  of  .his 

head  of  the  ^.^.J.  .^j,  ^,.  ,,1       .    t     ^  v.  .  V....-,   ^     >.  •    -"!  ..  -i  \  . 

banking  con*  brotuer  Jofin  Waters^  and  of  one  David  Jones,  as  his 
ccrn,induced  >w^»\ '•  u  Tij.!-.- '1  ,^[\»j  ]..i  :  •/«",•  ','.';,'  ,t""'V 'i'^ 
the  mother  4)artner&  m  (he  banjcmg  house ;  put  the  biil  altered  timt 
and  guardian  -  -  —  ,-...«  .  , 
of  the  tes- 
tator's heir  to 
foreeo  pro- 
ceedings to  Jri-)!!' /Lil  ^mH   V  'fft)(|it^  V  •-'   I    lO':'-»  J';')n  <  •■  •  .  .•  »J  .1.    iio-^ 

compel  the  severd  freehold,  estates,   which .  d^scefxde^I  to    T^hoipifff 

the  te.tator'.  sion  of  ,4,  his^ersonal,_^taf«,,aifd  d  ^^WV^ 

J^^byre-  .9^,?.:^':'^.^/?f?P';.;,P    /■■.^-.. •.„....    ;,;....-     ..v..    ,•    .•;.,|, 

tbM^Hicl^Dro.  i'''i'!"'  J'l'  ■^'^'•nij'ir  'u  •>-'■  r.  •.;  >iU  ••  mt  ■.  '  b:i".ii- 

ceeding.  were  , . :  ^<!??{''*Mfn^''.^f'  •^^?.-""'^  '^M^>  ;ir«!5<:«L^'<?.^«?^ll  ^.^ 

wholly  un-  {1,^  ^esUtcjij,  ?n  }r\||iiH.     Tbf  .JnfiYJt's  pother  ttj^^gfffi^' 

necessary^  anu  i  •     * 

thatthepro-  ,     ,.       .  ,   ...     .,.       ■...:■   r,     .U  'x>      :•-       .:     .l-PW^ 

pcrty  prima- 

rily  liable  was  nUbdflOtljr'suffltlenOlUi'  the  p^jj^meril!  oftHe  tMtatM's  4«Ms.'*^Tl^ 

Plaintiff  afterw^rdp  file(|  a  cr^i);! 

the  testator,  a 

were  brought  1  .    .  . 

entitled  to  the  common  decree  aguinst  the  personal  and  devised  real  estate  of  the 

testator,  but  the  biH,  &s  hgtiinst  the  heir,  was  dismissed  with  costs. 


the  testator^s 
debts  in 
exoneration 
of  certain 
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diaiiy  being  desirous  to  ascertain  and  secure  the  interest        1^83^ 

of  her  son  in  the  descended  estate,  consulted  upon  that 

occasion  her  solicitor,  Thomas  Jones^  who^  although  of 

the  same  name,  was  in  no  manner  related  to  or  coih 

nected  with  the'Pltfirttlff  Wfliam  Jones.     The  mother 

3yas  ac|yjsed  by  her  solicitor  that  so  long  as. the  l|i|n]^ijpg 

notes  which  had  been  issued  by  Jtobert,  fVatfrs.^n  Ilis    "■  / 

liteiime  remained  in  circulation,  the  interest  qf  her.spp 

in  the  descended  estate  might  be  affected  by  them^  and 

that  for  his  protectibD  it  was  necessary  that  thpse  fiotes 

^hbuld  be  called  fn,  aqd,  togetlier  with.^U  otl^^r  debt^^ 

paid  out  of  the  other  property  of  ^he  testptor,  if  i^ny,  ;    .'  ! 

which  was  primarily  applicable  to  tTieir  satisfaction,  and 

which   was  admitted  to  be  amply  sufficient  for  thai  ,. ,  ' 

purpose,    .  .  .»        .    \ 

Upon  th^s  information  jtKomas  Jones^^y  the  mo^er*$i 
direction^  applied  on  her  behalf  to  the  j^la^iti?  WiUiam  . 
Jdncsj  who  then  acted  as  the  <:oniiclentml  solicitor  of 
(lie  hew  firm;  and  proceedings  were  threatened  on  the 
jmrt  of 'the  mother,  in  order  to  secure  the  iriterfeu  of  heir 
son!  in  ihe  descended  estatfe  by  compelling  the.  payment 
aliunde  of  afl  the  testator's  debts/  It  being  for  ttie 
interest'  bf'JVhn'tVaters  and  the  other  parihers' in  tlie 
new  firdri'thdt  the  notes  issued  by  the  testator  .JSJofer/ 
)^f^;'^  it^  nis  lifetime  should  remain  in  qircuTatibn,  the 
iMaintlfT  Willtdm  Jonesj  acting  as'  their  agent,'  repre- 
sefited'  to  the  molher  aiid  lier  solicitor,  ^i^e^ma;  Jones. 
that  it  was  wholly  unnecessary  that  any  proceedings 
should  be  taken  for  the  purpose.of  securing  the  interest 
of  her  son  in  the  descended  estate;  that  the  property 
pHiiititiT;^  liaM^'lO  the  debts  ot'ltoberi  Waters  was 
abundantly  sufficient  for  the  payment  of  them;  that 
ttrf?re.  ff«5,na  dfingm*^  tberefiorei  <  that  >  the  •  dcsoended 
estrtlt*  wopld.ever  l)e  thafg^  with  any  debts;,  atid  .that 
J0///2  Waters.  w^Kild  deliver  vp  the  possession  of  tbe' 
,      .     ,  descended., 


■  J 
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^11^8.  ^esc^Mkl  t^^it  to  her  as  guardian  oF  her  son,  and 
irould  driller  the  titl«  deeds  of  the  descended  estate  to 
him,  the  )>Iaintiff,  and  a  fHend  to  be  named  by  the 
'  mother,  tipcm  theif  engagement  to  deliver  such  title 
deed^  to  the  son  upon  his  attaining  the  age  of  twenty- 
dti^.  It  was  further  proposed  to  the  mother  that  John 
'  tVaterSj  and  the  other  partners  in  the  new  firm  should 
execute  a  bond  to  indemnify  her  son  and  the  descended 
eftate  against  the  paj'ment  oF  all  debts  due  by  Eoberi 
Waters  at  the  time  of  his  death.  The  mother  was  in- 
duced by  these  representations  and  engagements  to 
fbr^o  the  Institution  oF  any  proceedings  for  the 
protection  of  the  descended  estate;  and  John  Waters 
arid  his  partners,  in  pursuance  oF  the  proposed  arrange- 
ment, executed  a  bond  of  indemnity,  which  was  pre- 
pared and  attested  by  the  Plaintiff  William  Jones^  and 
contained  recitals  to  the  effect  of  the  representatbns 
made  by  the  Plaintiff.  The  possession  of  the  descended 
Estate  was  delivered  to  the  mother  as  guardian  of  her 
soi^,  '^Hd  the  title  deeds  of  that  estate  were  delivered 
over  to  the  PfaintifF  William  Jones  and  another  trustee, 
ilpoh  'their*  engagement  to  hand  them  over  to  the  son 
when  he  should  attain  twenty-one. 

Notwithstanding  these  Facts,  which  were  proved  by  the 
evidence  in  the  cause,  the  Plaintiff  filed  his  bill,  on  behalf 
of  himself  and  other  creditors,  to  recover  the  debt  which 
he  ^Ileg^d  to  remain  due  to  him  from  the  estate  of  the 
t&thtor  "Rbbei't  Wateis  out  of  his  general  property,  in- 
d'uding  Yhe  descended  estate ;  and  the  parties  Defend- 
ifirt^  to  the  bfll  were  Thomas  Waters^  the  heir,  John 
Witei%  ahd  his  partners,  David  Jones  and  Arthur  Jone% 
A  commission  of  bankrupt  having  issued,  afler  the 
fifing  of  the  original  bill,  against  John  Waters  and  David 
^ifofhe^j  the  assignees  under  the  commission  were  brought 
'befot^  thte  CtoDTt  by  a  supplemental  bill.  The  De- 
'  '''    '  fendant 
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fendant  John  Waters^,  in  hb  aniswe?  ta  tbe  origisalbilly  16fl!9« 
which  was  file4  Jbsiefore  bis  l^aplpniptpyf  i4aiitt^.die 
debt  coined  by  the  PUiatiff.  Tb&  Defeii^aQ|»i74K>ip^f 
Jfa^^f  and.  the  assignees,  under  tbe  ^p/ffmifsipn.  ;Qf 
bankfupt  did  ngt  acjinit  the  debt»  aqd  thp  •  I^efeod^t 
Thomas  JVoler^  bj  bis  an^^er,  ipsisM  ib^t  tjti^  Plaipliff 
had  in  equity  no  claim  against  .him  ojc,  t^e .  d^scead^d 
^tate  by  Treason  of  the  collusion  between,  ihe  Pl#int}ff 
and,  tbe  Defei^dants  John  fVaUrSf  Ddvifl.  Jone^  md 
Arthur  Jones^  in  regard. thereto. 

Upon  the  evidence  of  Mrs.  Waters^  tbe  mother  of  tbe 
Defendant  Thomas  Watast  and  of , her  solJicitor^.Tyl^ii^ 
Jonesy  being  tendered  to  prove  the  above  stated /actsp  it 
was  objected  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  tha^  si^ch.  evi- 
dence was  not  admissibly  inasmuch  as  thosf  fact^  w^re 
not  stated  in  tbe  Defendants'  answer. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  such  evidence 
was  admissible,  being  in  support  of  the  defence  made  by 
the  answer ;  namely,  that  the  Plfiiqfi^  ^9f  ;(iQt  |3nti^tjed 
to  relief  by  reason  of  the  coUusi^on  betwee^  b^nf^i^  tbe 
Defendants,  tbe  partners  in  the  firm,  in  r^gai;^  $q  ^e 
descended  estate. 

Mr.  rwm  and  Mr..JBo^,jfor  the  Plaintii?^,  ,.. ,  ...,. , 

Mr.  6icJcersteth  and  Mr.  Pemberton^  for  Thofmf^  Watef^ 
the  beir,  admitted  that  if  the  Plaintiff  conid  e^b^ish  jt^is 
claim,  with  respect  to  which  there  must,t>e  afi  i;ai|C|pjir][^ 
he  was  entitled  to  relief  against  the  personal  aqd.^evi^ 
estate  of  tl^e  testator;  but  tbey  insisted  tbpt  (.^e  PIaio|i^ 
bad  no  equity  as  against  the  descended  estate*  TJtie  eyi-* 
dence  fully  estaUished  that,  but  for  the  conduct  of  tbe 
Plaintiff,  the  interest  of  the  infant  heir  in  the  (descended 
estate  might  have  been  secured  against  all  d^man(]s  of 

Vol.  II.  S  s  creditors. 
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creditors,  and  the  Plaintiff  would  not  be  permitted  in  b 
court  of  equity  to  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrongs 
and  to  charge  the  estate  which  by  his  own  misrepresen- 
tations hfi  bad  induced  the  guardian  of  the  infimt  to 
leave  unprotected.  A  party  who  made  misrepresen- 
tations could  not  come  into  a  court  of  equity  with  clean 
hands,  and  it  was  a  principle  well  established  by  the 
authorities  that  the  mouth  of  such  a  party  was  closed  as 
against  tbdse  who  had  been  misled  by  his  misrepresen- 
tations* Montefiori  v.  Montefiori  (a),  Neville  v,  ffilkin- 
son  {b)i  Scott  y.  Scott  (c),  Dalbiac  v,  Dalbiac.  [d) 

Mr.  Tin^w/i  for  the  assignees. 

.  Mr.  Twk$%  i«  r^IjTf  contended  that  no  inquiry  as  to 
the  PlaintifTs  daim  ought  to  be  directed,  inasmuch  as 
the  debt  had  been  admitted  by  John  Waters^  the  executor 
of  the  testator,  before  his  bankruptcy. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

If  there  be  a  debt  due  to  tlie  Plaintiff  from  the  estate  of 
the  testator,  he  will  be  plainly  entitled  to  relid^ against  th^ 
estate  of  the  testator  as  fiir  as  regards  the  personal  and 
khe  devited  real  estate.  It  is  argued  for  the  Plaintiff 
that  the  admission  of  that  debt  by  the  Defendant  John 
Waters  before  his  bankruptcy  will  bind  his  assignees,  and 
render  all  inquiry  into  the  existence  of  the  debt  unneces- 
sary. That  argument  would  prevail  if  the  admission 
made  by  John  Waters  were  clearly  bonafide^  which,  under 
;  s:  i(  /  ^dte^ohrDttihatanJQ^a  of  this  case,  I  cannot  consider  it  to 
have  been.  The  assignees  under  the  commission  are 
therefore  entitled  to  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  inquire 
whether  any  and  what  debt  was  due  from  the  testator 

BxJbert 

(a)  1  BlacksLSe3.  (r)  1  C<Mr,360. 

lb)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  A45»  (d)  16  Fet.  116. 


Bobert  Waters  at,  tjie  time  of  t^is  de<ith^  fin^  now  renjains       UWA* 
due  frpm  bis  estate,  with  liberty  to  the  Master  to  state     \!!!jC^ 
special, circ.^n,s^nc^p..,,,  ,.  .,„,,  ,..,,  „  ,.:,",.;,„!,  .,    ,.  ,      ^•' 

With  re^ct  to  tliie  Defendn^it  Thomas  TvaterSy  the 
heir  of  the  testator,  I  arU  or  opinion  that  the  bill"  as 
against  hina  must  b^  dismissed  witK  costs..'  .Tne  Plafn!- 
tiff|  by  his  representations  apd' conduct,,  in  collusion 
with  the  Defendants  John  Waters  and  lils  partners  in 
the  u^w  nrnis  induced  the  mother  to  forego  those  pfo^ 
ceedings  which. would  bave  e^ectually.  secured  tb.e  de- 
scended estate  from  all  debts  *  of  the  testator  ^ifo&ifri^ 
Waters  s  and  it  is  contrary  to  reason  and  equity  thp.|  he 
should  now  be  permitted  to  avail'  hims^lfy  against  the 
itfescended  estate,  ^  tlla^t  ftlrb^brabi^fi^v  tbepirtxiTthe 
ihoitber  ofifhkH  lie  wa!t  himself  tbewuke.^   -        t  (  o.fr 

The  Plaintiff  presented  a  petition  of  re-hearing.  1854. 

Tie  Mifiit^Q^mr^li  M>rt^if^  wd.,Mf,^iS|o//, 
fdr  the  Plaintiff.  :;  .  •■  .,    ,..,:.,   .;•;{,,  ,,,-....:..:  ..., 

Sa^'EAnard  Sug4fin^,  Mr.  .^niffii^^v^nfj  ,]^rj,7&f7»ejfj^, 
Mn  Tirtwl^.foir.t^Qasaiigae^fr, ,,. .,  , 


•».    -J  '■'  ''       -7'j  :^ 


7%>  Lottit)  CuTA'ift/cliiLOR  tnad^  kti  ordQD'aflbonDg'idie      JV(w.si. 

t]eciridftofthe'Mtetfet-'df'the«oih8»   ^'  -        •'  -m    ■  ■•? 
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Ro^;.  MELLOR  ».  CRESSWELL. 

March  14. 

AVhere  an        ^i^HE  bill  was  filed  for  a  discovery  in  aid  of  a  defence 

MDortedThi-  to  an  action  of  ejectment  which  had  been  brought 

sufficient,  and  by   the   Defendant.      Exceptions    were  taken  to  the 

obteined  the     answer  of  the  Defendant;  and  the  answer  having  been 

common  in-      reported  insufficient,  the  Plaintiff  obtiuned  the  common 

junction,  and     ,    * 

also  an  order    injunction  on  the  11  th  of  March.    On  the  same  day  the 

ImcKn^  JP'aJntiff  obtained  an  orfer  for  liberty  to  mend  his  bill 

that  the  De-  within  tlnree  weeks,  without  prgudtce  to  the  mjonction ; 

answer  the  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  Defendant  should  answer  the  amendments 

exceptions  hqcI  the  exceptions  at  the  same  time.    The  commission^* 

ments  at  the  ^^^y  ^^^  the  assizes,  at  which  the  action  was  to  be  tried, 

same  time,  a     ^^  ^^  j^^ij  ^f  March^  and  notice  of  trial  had  been 

motion  for  the     ^  ' 

extension  of     given  by  the  Plaintiff  at  law.    On  the  14th  of  March  a 

to  8tay"trial**'*  ™®^^"  ^^*  made,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  in  equity, 
was  refused,  to  extend  the  injunction  to  stay  trial.  The  affidavit  in 
support  of  the  motion  stated  that  exceptions  had  been 
taken  to  the  answer  of  the  Defendant,  and  allowed  by 
the  Master ;  but  it  did  not  state  the  order  obtained  by 
the  Plaintiff  for  leave  to  amend,  and  for  the  answering  of 
the  amendments  and  exceptions  together;  and  it  con- 
tained the  usual  statement,  that  the  deponent  could  not 
safely  go  to  trial  until  the  further  answer  of  the  Defend- 
ant was  put  in. 

The  motion  was  opposed  partly  on  the  ground  that 
the  case  made  by  the  bill,  if  admitted,  would  not  support 
the  injunction ;  but  principally  on  the  ground  that  the 
course  taken  by  the  Plaintiff  in  obtaining,  four  day$ 
before  the  assizes,  an  order  to  amend,  and  for  the 
answering  of  the  amendments  and   exceptions  at  the 

same 
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same  time,  was  irregular,  and  adopted  for  the  purpose  ^  1B35. 

of  rendering  it  impossible  for  the  Defendant  to  go  to  \.  ^   ' 
trial.     The  case  o£  Brown  v.  Reina  (a),  was  cited.  v. 


Mr.  Bickersteth  and  Mr.  Walker^  in  support  of  the 
motion.  .  ^ , 

Mr.  Webster^  contra. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.* 

The  injunction  to  stay  trial  grows  out  of  the  cpmn^oa 
injunction ;  ajod  as  the  Plaintiff,  by  (la^ettdii^  Us  .bill* 
admits  that,  as  it  stood  originally,  he  had  not  a  case  for 
the  iojunction,  I  da  not  think  tbat»  by  amending  after 
answer,  he  can  place  himself  in  a  better  sitimtioa. 
The  case  of  Brawn  v.  Beina  sterns  iCKpressily  in  point 

Motion  refosed  with  cofiU* 

(fl)  5  Younge  4i  Jerv,  389. 
•  Sir  C.  Pepift. 


C&E8SWSLL. 
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...  :     .  )        FRANK  !f.  BASWETT- 

An  action  iliV^HE  UU^av  fihd'  for.thespeayk-pflformttMci  of.  m 
Jj^*^'„  of*',^i«toMrt^by  whidlltb•J}(«snl(kl^llgr9ed4(l«»n1^ 
the  subject-  itadieiiyaihtiff'ioeislBin  fikcM:df:ki^  «dSQUuag  %  mill- 
^^tTthe  io^'Mqiiivad  tlle^()klintffliagI)eQd  iioi  erocfe  a  bridge. *c«q|s 
Ha^, ud  iijib j^qtafloU  iTfae/I'lamtiff t>biAiiiBd  Adecmo fbrtlM  qnf- 
proceeSingt  in  -t^'peffiMnaBnorfifiiAie  bgf«eiD9dt«  mA  n  t^fwapce  ffsts 
bL' ^^^^  ^^dimQtiti ftafke Mattaritofettie  a 09iive|WMew  , After  tbe 
upon  motion,'  itlioBa&'iaii^  pfiodui^)  tbe^  .proooedli^  in  tb«  Jtfafilar's  > 
^nS^l^d'^"^  tbei.iD^fieiidam  >br0Ugbt«innBti«ffr  Kigmost  i^e 
if  a  nipple-  ^i^BtiffioIr  damages  ialkg«d'to«bwefhew#x)C€t«^ 
S^^J^jJf  (tbe  JVfedntf^^  ThePiabtiff 

such  iDjunc-  ^filed'«i6ii|jplendiiial  doill^  prajmg  ad  Jteuimtsttott  t<>  itt^ 
nemaai^to  ^AifalnolheiD^iS^anl  fBote  tfnil)ber>;profmdmg.ui:itbe 
fimbitan^    ®*^'^™-    -*^  moti«pii4wsfapik)te4viqp.i«flWavil*ii  Jr^u^ftv- 
the  common     wards  made,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  for  a  special 
injunction.      .anjmMtio|l ^irestndii  Ibe  Defeildaati frompiWeedilig  in 
.•tfae/aoiiaDv^aDdvsiiel)  s)Di3oia}^injiiiifiilioD:)Rras/grai)t^..by 
--tli^  Ifiiste^^-flCi^wilUHs^.-i.  Afls^lkm  m^X^om  vm^^Xo 
JidilMhaipith^jordfafTorilliAtiionw^  •> 

HI  ^^kvVRjgrdtii  .iuidiMr<>  jSAti^cvi,  iii.,Mppott)Of  ibf^  af|o- 
.t^tbntiqoMendedi  tbiil  tte  s^ialiigitRcMm  hmL)))eep9k.tr- 
lotttgnlali^jriobtaio^^rinaaBinich  a3  tbeHMfiffmi^t  b^ye 
Mobtaiiifedithe.imQmoB  iojuootiait  for  want  lof  aQSwisr  ^to 
ujtIieidM|iptemenlid  J^,^iaod  jJ^,Couit  n^eir  gfa^iod  a 
f)/aipfecial  injunction  to  stay  proceedings  at  law,  except  in 
cases  when  the  Plaintiff  had  had  no  opportunity  of 
^  obtain^g  tibre  cottmion  injunction :  James  V,  Ooknes  (a), 
..  f   .  Frankk/n 

(a)  18  Vet.  522. 
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Franklyn  y.  Thomas  (a),  Hine  v.  Fiddes  {b\  Janet  v.Ba>       1835. 

9ett  {c\  Bevan  v.  Beid.  (d)  vTT^^^ 

tHant 

Mr.  fVakefieldj  contra^  contended  that  the  general  rule      Bawbt*. 
as  to  obtaining  the  common  injanction  to  restrain  pro*  '.^^' 

ceedings  at  law  did  not  apply  to  cases  where  an  action 
was  brought  after  decree.  Bqndds  ▼«  A/irik>n  (^X^#ak  r..  :. .  ^^<^ 
an  aatbority  in  point;  there, after  a  dectve >&r specific ^^'''/  .'^ 
performance,  the  Defendant,  who  had  brought  an  actioh  >  ^  m  •:  * 
for  damages  against  the  Piamti£f  in  equity,  iiiTespeot  of  ^,  t  \t  sT^  >i 
the  non->compledou  of  the  contract  within  tbe specified  '  "  "''-  '^ 
time,  was  restrained  by  special  injunction'firoiaprpct^^.  ]^l  v!  J\ 
ing.  The  proceeding  at  law,  after  «deenee upon  (hi! •same  ' '^  'j '^<^  >>^ 
subject-matter,  was  in  &ct as much-acont^mptasaneitJa  n..  .r, „  '.., ,, 
step  would  be  before  the  decree  of  thb  Court  BiHr.  '"  '  '  i'  '. 
OBeilfy{g)  was  an  authority  to  the  same  efisct  an'Mey- 
nolds  V.  Nelson  i  in  that  case.  Lord  Brdtaifttle  -  obsbrrBJ 
that,  if  actions  were  permitted  to  be  biuHigl|t  Jipon  the 
sulgectHtiatter  r^ferr^  to  the  Master,- there  tronld:  be 
ian  end  to  thejoriadiction  of  the  Co|irl*  ...         r   .    * 


Mr.  W^am^  in  reply,  argued  that  a  pur^  .mu;  not 
barred,  by  a  decree  for  spooifio  perfortnanqe^  fium  te- 
sorting  to  his  remedy  at  law  for'd8aB|fss,*if.ib6  :per- 
formance  of  the  contract  were  ddayud^r'.nQrj'did'  it 
necessarily  follow  that,  because  the  proceedings  had 
commenced  in  equity,  no  recourse  eould  ^erwaMs  be 
had  to  a  court  of  law.  At  to  the  pohit  of  praetkey 
the  Plaintiff  had  thought  proper  lo  filu  a  suppMn^^ntal 
bill  instead  of  proceeding  by  attachment,  wUch  aiould 
have  been  the  obvioiis  course  if  the  action  oopa|d'  zdUIy 

Jupre 

(a)  3  Mer.i^.  (jd)  IbuL;  vad  t^  J)inimmmid 

(h)  2  Sim,  ^  Stu,  37a  ▼.  Pigou,  p.  168.  supriL, 

(c)  S  Muu.  405.  (e)  6  Mad.  S90. 

(g)  8  Scko.  ♦  JV.  430. 
Ss  4 
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have  beea  treated  as  a  contempt,  and,  having  filed  a  bill^ 
he  was  bound  to  obtain  the  commoD  injunction  in  the 
usual  manner,  and  could  not  regularly  obtain  a  spedal 
iojanction  in  the  first  instance. 


'    Tie  Loan  Chavcsllob.* 

No  action  could  be  brought  upon  the  contract  up  to 
the  titne  of  the  decree,  and  after  the  decree  some  time 
must  necessarily  elapse  before  the  directions  of  the  Court 
could  be  carried  into  effect.  Supposing  that  there  was 
improper  delay  in  the  Master's  office,  the  whole  pro- 
ceedings were  before  the  Court,  and  it  was  competent  to 
the  party  complaining  of  such  delay  to  apply  to  the 
Court;  and,  if  he  were  so  advised,  to  move  for  liberty  to 
bring  an  action.  Had  such  a  course  been  adopted,  the 
Court  might,  if  it  had  seen  occasion,  have  directed  an 
action  to  be  brought;  but  the  Defendant  had  no  right 
to  resort  himself  to  a  court  of  law  pending  the  proceed- 
ings in  the  Master's  office. 

I  consider  the  form  in  which  the  proceedings  at  law  are 
sought  to  be  restrained,  whether  by  supplemental  bill  or 
otherwise,  wholly  immaterial ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  have  the  action  restrained  by  special  injunc- 
tion, upon  the  ground  that  it  is  an  infringement  of  the 
rules  of  the  Court  to  bring  an  action,  while  the  Court  is 
working  out  a  decree,  and  that  where  a  proceeding  is 
before  this  Court,  and  the  Court  has  full  power  to  do 
justice,  a  party  ought  not  to  resort  to  any  other  tri- 
bunal. 

*  Lord  Lyndhursi, 


M 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


RICHARDS  <f.   WOOD.         *     ^      '    -      '  March  2U 

R.  KINDEBSLEY  movedi  on  th^  ^strt  of  the  The  answer  of 

Defendant,  that  the  enroIinaDt  of  «  decree  i^ih\0  (^a^e^or  to 

eaus^  which  bad  been  obtained  by  the  Plaimifl^  might  t.petltion  of 

be  vacated  for  irregularity,  or,  if  the  Court  sboujd  be  tf  the  day  at 

of  opinion  that  there  was  no  irregularity,  tfai^t  it  might  ^M*^!*  ^^ 

be  vacated  as  having  been  improperly  obtained.    The  presented. 

decree  was  made  by  the  Vice-Chanoellor  on  the  J  9th  of  thJ^ore*a 

Marck  18S4.     On  the  Slst  of  Jifoy  the.  Decadent  fftition  of 

lodged  a  eaveatj  the  effect  of  which  waa  t0  stay  the  j^^Qt^ 

enrolment  of  the  decree  for  twenty-ei^ht  days  aftep  nythintwenty- 

notice  of  the  docket  having  been  presented  for  aignalure.  ajfer  notice 

That  notice  was  given  by  the  Plaintiff  on  the  4th  ^  iiad  been  given 
,  ,       ,  .     »  1.     ofa  docket  of 

August:    a  correspondence   took  place    between   tae  tite decree 

solicitors  of  the  parties,  in  that  month,  res{lf9CtiAg  the  p'^ent^  for 

suit;  and  on  the  SOth  of  August  the  Defendant's  solicitor  signature, 

received  a  letter  from  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor,  9tAtiog«  Chancellor'^ 

that  the  Plaintiff  would  not  consent  to  enliMrge  the  tiiiiie  being  in  Scoi^ 

for  lodging  the  appeal.  ttonwasnot" 

:  answered 
-  t  until  after  the 

On  the  same  SOth  of  August  a  petition  of  a|»peal.wa3:  expiration  of 

presented,  and  left  with  the  Lord  Chancellor's  secretary, ,  J^^t'^y?" 

the  Lord  Chancellor  being  then  in  Scotland^  and  the  the  enrolment 

Defendant,  at  the  same  time,  applied  for  l^ve  tQ  pay  ^  vacatodT 

the  deposit;   but  this  could  npt  be  done  before  ,Xh0.. 

petition  was  answered.     Notice  of  the  petiticm  havifig 

been  presented  was  on   the  same  day  given  to  the 

Plaintiff's  solicitor.      The  petition  was  not  returned 

from  Scotland^  with  the  Lord  Chancellor's  answer,  until 

the  15th  of  September^  at  which  time  the  twenty-eight 

days  had  expired.     The  Defendant  paid  the  deposit 

money  on  the  same  day  on  which  the  petition  was 

returned. 
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1655.  Mumed.     Under  these  drcomstances  there  hanog 

RicHAr  ''^^  ''^  cfebdt  oa  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  he  sab* 

y,  tnitted  that  the  enmhnent  obtained  by  the  Plaintiff 


•Woo». 


tNight  to  be  vacated.  BMnmm  ▼•  Nea^k  {a\  was  an 
authority  in  aapport  of  the  present  application :  in  that 
case  the  petition  of  appeal  was,  owing  lo  some  accidentt 
not  answered  until  the  day  after  it  was  presented;  and 
Lord  EUUm  said,  that  that  was  not  to  pr^udioe;  fioTy 
stnctly  speaking,  the  party  had  a  right  to  have  the 
petition  answered  as  soon  as  it  was  presented. 

Mr.  G.  Richards  and  Mn  Bethell,  contra^  contended, 
that  the  question  being,  in  reality,  which  of  two 
innocent  parties  ought  to  suffer  from  the  accident  of 
the  Lord  Chancellor  being  out  of  the  kingdom,  the 
Plaintifl^  to  whom  no  insularity  could  be  imputed, 
ought  not  to  be  that  party.  The  Defendant's  petidon 
was  not  answered  in  time  to  prevent  the  enrolment  of 
the  decree;  and  although  that  circumstance  had  arisen 
from  an  accident  which  the  Defendant  could  not  control, 
the  Plaintiff  ought  not,  on  that  account,  to  be  deprived 
of  his  right  to  have  the  decree  enrolled  at  the  expiration 
of  the  twen^-eight  days,  and  to  be  visited  with  the 
heavy  expense  which  would  fall  upon  him  if  the  enrol- 
ment were  vacated 

The  Lord  Chancellor.* 

The  Plaintiff  can  only  be  entitled  to  have  the  de- 
cree enrolled  in  consequence  of  the  laches  of  the  other 
side.  Here  there  has  been  no  laches;  on  the  contrary, 
the  Defendant  did  every  thing  which  he  was  bound  to 
^o;  and  the  only  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  he  is  to 

"suffer 
(a)  9ilfer.l5. 


Lord  LjfndkuTiU 
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sttfllef  from  the  accident  of  the  Lend  CbanctiUor  not       1^& 
being  In  Bn^Umd  at  the  Ane  when  ike  petitiQii  of  appad     fl^^Hw 
was  presented.     It  is  do^  reaiaoaUe  that  he  akould  ao  «- 

snflfer;   and  the  case  before  Lord  Bldan,  dted  at  die       ^^^' 
bar,  decides  that  he  ought  not  tobe  prtgudicad/  by^am)^ 
an  accident     I  am  of  opinion,  therefore^  ifaatdieilnaveff 
of  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  the  pcdtion  ntust  rebfte  ao 
the  day  when  the  petitioa  was  preaaned.  (a)  ^      ^  •      ; 

Motion  granted  wtdiauti 

(a)  See  Bamet  ▼.  WUtimy  I  Ruu.  ^  Mylnc,  486. 


1    '  J* ' 
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MMkis.        In  the  Master  of  the  D£  CLIFFORD  Estates. 

Reference       D  Y  the  will  of  Edwtml  Lotd  De  CUffori,  execoted  in 
directed  ■* 


B 


under  the  S^Mber  1777,  certoin  estates  were  vested  in  the 

1  W.  4.  c.  60.   Duke  of  Beaufort  aad  Gform  V.  Venum^  their  esecutcnrs, 
in  a  case  «        ^  i  n  i  i_       • 

where  thecej^  9M^t  for  ^  loDg  term  of  years,  upon  the  trusts  therem 

^^kin^^'^^  mentiooed,  and  subject  thereto,  the  same  estates  were 

l^pli^ion  devised  to  Wiliiam  Bromley  Chester  and  Samud  Blacks 

FKi^t  of  in-  ^"^  ^"^  ^^^  heirs,  in  trust  for  the  testator's  eldest  son 

tereste devised  for  life;  remainder  in  trust  for  the  first  and  every  odier 
in  remainder  riiia^  •i*^*ii 

after  the  de-  ^^  of  such  eldest  son  successively  in  tail  male;  remain- 

tmiination  Jgr  in  trust  for  the  testator's  second  son  for  life; 
estates  tail  remainder  to  the  first  and  every  other  son  of  such 
which  had  second  scm  successively  in  tail  male;  remainder  in  tnist 
for  the  testator's  third  son  for  life,  with  the  like  limit- 
ations to  his  first  and  every  other  son  in  tail  male :  and 
in  default  of  such  issue,  in  trust  for  the  fourth,  fifth,  and 
every  other  son  of  the  testator  in  tail  male;  remainder 
in  trust  for  the  daughters  of  the  testator's  eldest  son,  as 
tenants  in  common  in  tail ;  remainder  in  trust  for  the 
daughters  of  the  testator's  second,  third,  and  every 
younger  son  successively,  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail; 
remainder  in  trust  for  the  testators  daughters,  as  tenants 
in  common  in  tail,  with  cross-remainders,  &c. 

The  testator  died  soon  after  the  execution  of  his  will, 
leaving  three  sons,  of  whom  the  eldest,  the  late  Lord 
De  CUffbrd^  died  without  issue  in  18S2,  having  survived 
both  his  brothers,  who  had  also  died  without  issue;  and 
the  trust  estates  became  thereupon  vested,  under  the 
limitations  in  the  testator's  will,  in  the  petitioners,  Sophia 
Baroness  De  Clifford  (the  only  surviving  child  of  the 
testator's  daughter,  Catherine^  deceased),  as  to  one  third; 

in 
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in  the  Honoarable  Stiphia  Cust^  and  Maty  Elizdbetk^      ^  IMS. 

Countess  of  Bomney^  (the  only  children  of  the  testator's     ^uT^mJT 

daughter  Sophia^  deceased,)  as  to  another  third;  and  in        of  the 

Wm.  CAoHes  Earl  of  Albemarle  (the  hiisband  of  the  ^^^J^?*" 

testator's  daughter  EUzabeth^  deceased),  as  to  the  f9- 

maining  third     The  Earl  of  Aliemarie  didmed  thfe  ^ 

equitable  fee  simple  in  bis  one  third  share  by  virtue  of 

a  common  recoveiy  saffiu-ed  by  his  late  irife^  and  an  .  '      ,, 

appointment  made  to  him  thereupon.     Of  the  shares  of    •  '  "< 

the  severri  female  petitioners  common  recoveries  had 

also  been  sufiered,  and  the  interests  thereby  acquired 

had  been  orade  the  subject  of  manriage  settlements; 

Both  the  tmstees  were  now  dead ;  and  Oeop^e  G.  Bladk^   " 

wMj  the  heiivat-hiw  of  Samuel  BlaetweU,  who  survived 

bis  co-trustee,  being  abroad,  the  present  petition  was 

presented,  under  the  1  i^.  4v  c.  60.,  on  behalf  of  idl 

parties  beneficially  interested  in  the  devised  estates, 

praying  that  the  Court  might  appoint  some  person,  in 

plxiee  of  the  said  George  G.  Blackwell^  to  convey  the 

l^al  estate  in    the   devised    property  to  the  parties 

severally  entitled  thereto,  according  to  their  respective 

interests.    It  was  not  sought  to  distttrb  the  -trasts  of  the 

term. 

Mr.  Wigram  and  Mr.  Heberden^  in  support  of  the 
petition,  referred  to  ese  parte  M&ny  {a\  and  ar  parie 
Dover.  (6)  The  hmguage  used  by  the  Master  of  th« 
Rolls  in  ex  parte  Merry  seemed  not  consistent  with  the 
act  of  parliament;  for  if  the  twelfth  section  of  the  act 
were  locdLed  at,  which  empowered  the  Oourt^  in  dSffionh 
and  complicated  cases,  to  direct  the  parties  to  file  a  bill, 
it  was  plain  that  a  discredou  was  intended  to  be  given 
to  the  Court  in  that  respect;  and  Lord  Brot^ham^  when 
he  affirmed  the  decision  and  refused  to  make  the  order, 

went 
(a)  1  Miflne  i  Kem,  677.  {b)  5  Sim.  500. 


efS  CASES  IN  CHANCSaY. 

JM5.        went  simply  on  the  ground  that  the  case  was  one  of 

.  ^      '  ■  ^     too  much  complication  to  justify  him  in  proceeding 

of  the        upon  petition,  without,  however,  meaning  to  sanction 

^eSSo?**'  ^^  doctrine  Wd  down  in  the  judgment  of  bis  Honor. 

In  the  present  instance  the  circumstances  were  clear; 

'   there  wair  no  trvst  for  the  payment  of  the  debts ;  it  was 

not  sought  to  disturb  the  term  of  2000  years ;  and  as 

all  ihe  limitations  in  ibvour  of  the  testator's  sons  were 

now  out  of  the  question^  the  beaeficial  iatevesi  in  the 

devised  property  became  vested,  under  the  subsequent 

iihiiUitton,  in  his  daughters,  whose  representativea  were 

the  plffties  now  applying  for  a  conveyance  of  tke  kigal 

eltACe*     A  sBSall  portion  of  the  lands  in  queatioA  had 

beeti  acquired  under  the  aisard  of  commissioners  in  an 

indoBiire  act,  in  exchange  for  lands  comprised  in  the 

.   original  devise;  but  as  the  incloaureact  dedlaredt  that 

land  so  taken  in  exchange  sboold  be  subgeot  to  all  the 

same  trusts,  provisoes,  and  limitattona  as  the  landa  in 

Ilea  o^  whfich  they  were  given,  no  diffionlty  oould  arise 

out  of  that  eircumstanoe. 

'  '  '     1  The  Lord  Chancellor*  said,  that  die  Master  of 

the  Rolls,  in  his  judgment  in  ex  parte  Merry^  appeared 
to'UiVe  confined  his  attention  to  the  e%hth  aoctioii  of 
Ifhe  'aet;  ntid  to  have  overlooksed  the  twelfth;  the  effeibt 
'df  HvMch  was  plain)y  to  shew  that  a  discretionary  power 
'to  ttiek^  the  order  on  petition  was  meant  to  be  given  to 
iitt  Court'  The  present  was  a  case  in  whieh  he  thnogbt 
the  discretion  might  be  safely  exercised;  and  he  should, 
therefore,  direct  the  usual  reference  to  the  Master. 

•  Lord  l4i/ndhwrtU 
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In  the  Matter  of  ALLEN'S  Charities.  a^^ss. 

TN  this  case  certain  copyhold  estates  were,  un<ler  the  Upon  a  tale 

^  direction  of  the  Master,  put  up  to  sale,  in  twentjr*  ml^otL^e*'^ 

one  lots,  on  the  17th  of  January  18M.    Nineteen  of  proper  fee  to 

the  lots  were  bought  by  a  unmber  of  difercnt  piur*  corSiUg tothe 

chasers,   at  prices  varying  frooi  40/.  to  540/,;   and  schedule  an^ 

produced,  in  the  whole,  the  sum  of  £800/.     One  of  the  orders  in 

conditions  of  sale,  as  settled  by  the  Masler,  was»  tbet  pba°f  ery> 

issued  under 
the  porchaaers  of  the  several  lots  should,  pnrsuant  to  the  5  &  4 

the  ofden  (rf*  this  Court,  made  nnder  the  5  &  4  W^^  hst^h&e 

e.  94*,  called  the  Chancery  Regulatioo  Act,  respectively  the  whole 

pay  a  fee  of  5/.  on  each  lot  when  the  purchasOHnoncgr  ^j^  ^e  does 

should  not  exceed  SOOOJL  {a)     The  solicitor  lor  the  not  exceed 

purchasers  paid  over  to  the  Accotmtant-Gen^ral,  in  ss.on'every 

obedience  to  the  condition  above  stated*  a  auBi  of  9m  ^^'  ^^^"^ 

that  suniy 
I  jeing  at  the  rate  of  5L  upon  each  lot  sold ;  md  thilt  qim  without  re- 
was  carried  to  the  fee  fund,  as  directed  by  the  thirty-  ^JJ^^J^o^ots 
seventh  section  of  the  act  or  purchasers. 

A  petition  Mras  now  presented  by  the  aolioilor,  praying 

that  tiie  Acconntanl-General  might  repay  to  him  the 

sum  of  SSL.  out  of  the  fee  fund,  on  the  ground  that  so 

much  of  the  95/.  originally  paid  wfts  an  oyer^pfiy^ient, 

made  upon  an  erroneous  construction  of  the  order;  a«d 

that  the  coats  of  the  appUcaticm  asigbt  he  allowed  to  the 

petitioner  out  of  the  same  fund. 

The 

(a)  The  schedule  of  fees  annexed  to  the  orders  referred  to,  con- 
tains the  following  items :  — 

£  i.   d. 
''Upon  every  sale  by  the  Master,  where  the  purchase* 
money  does  not  exceed  SOOO/.  payable  on  the  rqwrt 
confinned  absolute,  by  such  party  as  the  Master  diall 

direct • 5    0    0 

'For  every  sale  above  aooo^,  on  every  100^. o    5    a** 
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185^  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  having  directed  the  Ao 

.r^'  cC'.^     countant^Gencral  to  be  serred  with  the  petition, 
in  £he  Matter 
of  AIl^n's 

ChitfitJes.  ]yjp^  Cooper  now  appeared  in  support  of  the  petition, 

Apru  ss«      ^^^  submitted  that  the  Master,  in  settling  the  condition 

of  side,  had  proceeded  upon  an  erroneous  construction 

of  the  order.      In  a  case  (a^   recently  before  Lord 

I^ndkursl  it  had  been  ruled,  that  the  proper  fee  for 

any  number  of  lots 'disposed  of  at  one  sale  was  Sl^ 

if  the  price  of  the  whole  did  not  exceed  SOOO/.,  and 

!'    '  i         "  .-€^4^  htemty  IQOA  bojmid  thai  sum.    The  Accooti|Biit> 

iGenenul,  •  who  bad  been  served,  but  did  sot  thilik  it 

neoessary  to  appeaor  by  counsel,  was  sarisfiad  thaCsoch 

Mas  <  thof  txvB  coQsftruclioa  of  tbe  order*     With   re* 

^pdct  ta  the  payment  of  the  petitioner's  oosla  out  of 

the  &e  land,  the  Aiceountant^eneral  left  tbe  aaatlev  to 

•diaGsurt.    .     • 

1  •  > '  -  7S<«^MAs^T£fr  of  ike  Rolls  •  tnade  an  order  aocordhig 

f, .... '.       to  the  prayer,  observing,  that  as  the  over-paymeht  arose 

. ,,  MM.      :   («)k  Tbe  foUowiog  is  tbe  Registrar's  note   of  the  cose 
v.  .    f  j|^efen:e4stQ;*— . 

'  ^  183^;                               WIND80R  «•  TYRRELL. 

fff^^O'.       ly^bN-ah  application  made  The  Lord  CHAKdEtioR 

u;  i  -I.'  '             ^T  Messrs.  JR«difrs/dy,  as  so-  decided,  that  as  in  this  case 

'  *              -^Ifdtors   eondemed    ia    this  the  estate  was  sold  at  t>oe 

causes  against  the  claim  made,  sale,  akb^ugbJu  a  yariely'of 

Ml;             by.M^t^r  Sir  G-  Wilson  on  lots»  and  to  different  pqr- 

.;r> '-    I 'I  '/     the  sale  of  the  estates  in  this  chasers,  the  proper  fee  was 

"          "          cause,  to  a  fee  of  5/.  upon  one  of  5/.  upon  2000/.  of  pur- 

J      ;  ,'  . .     every  lot  sold,  where  the  price  chase-money,  and  5s.  upon 

did  not  exceed  SOOOf.,  agree-  every  100^.  beyond  that  sum. 

'  \''  '^\y  \    ably  to  the  schedule  of  fees ; 
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from  the  error* of  the  Master  in  exacting  too  large  a        1815. 
sum,  and  was  not  the  voluntary  act  of  the  petitioner,  the  jj^  'Matter 

latter  seemed  entitled  to  his  costs.  of  Awlen's 

Charitkt. 


T 


HANBURY  V.  LITCHFIELD.  ^^^ 

JVbr.  90. 

HE  Plaintiffs,  Messrs.  Hanbury  md  Co.,  brewers,  Under  special 

circtnnstanceiy 
on  the  Idth  of  March  1830,  entered  into  an  agree-  the  Plaintifli, 

ment  with   the  Defendant,   which   was   in   the  words  J^^ojiaden- 

'       ^  tered  into  an 

following :  — Memorandum   of   agreement  made    this  ajireement 

ISth  day  oi March  1880,  between  WiUiam  Litchfield,  oi  feifuSr 

West  Endj  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,   and  Samuel  a  lease  of 

Grifnsdellf  of  Kin^s  Row,  Tttmham  Greeny  in  the  same  yeai^'were 

county,  of  the  one  part,   and   Thomas  Butts  Aoeling^  decreed  to 

of  Spitalfields,  brewer,  of  the  other  part;  the  said  fFi^  lease  for 

Ham  Utchfield  and  Samuel  Grimsdell,  in  consideration  of  twenty-one 

the  costs  and  expenses  the  said  Thomas  Butts  Aveling  covenant  for 

will  be  at  in  erecting  the  messuages  and  other  premises  of  ten  vemL°* 

hereinafter  mentioned,  in  the  place  and   stead  of  the  withcom- 

messuage  known  by  the  name  or  sign  of  the  Horse  and  the  difference 

Groomy  situate  st  Ealing,  in  the  coanty  of  Middlesex,  do  inpecuniaiy 

for  themselves,  their  heirs  and  assigns,   hereby  agree  tboti^  the 

with  the  said  Thomas  Butts  Aveling,  that  they,  the  said  W?|wa»  framed 

*'  -^  with  a  view  to 

fVilUam  Utchfield  and   Samuel  GrimsdeU,  their  heirs,  a  different 

executors,  or  administrators,  shall  and  will,  as  soon  as  ^,J,uc^^^  *°" 

the  premises  so  agreed  to  be  erected  shall  be  covered  in,  upon  the 

grant  and  demise  unto  the  said  Thomas  Butts  Aveling,  ment  of  the 

his   executors,   administrators,   or  assiirns,   a   lease  of  ^^^^  •"5**  ^?' 
1  .1  .  ,      n      ,•      ,  .  t  c  pewed  to  be 

the  said   premises,    and  of  all    that   site   or  plot  of  the  equity 

ffround  between  the 
^  parties,  the 

Court,  in 

order  to  avoid  future  litigation,  made  the  decree  accordingly,  under  the  prayer  for 

general  relief. 

Vol.  IL  T  t 


XdTCQflSX.D. 


630  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

18S3.  grooad  situate^  Ij^gy  ^^  being  at  EaUi^  albresaid, 
.wTiImn.^  whereon  the  said  messuage  called  or  known  by  the 
fu .  •  name  of  the  Horse  and  Groom  now  stands,  for  the  term 
of  thirty-one  years,  to  commence  from  the  29th  day  of 
September  last,  at  and  under  the  yearly  rent  of  60/., 
pajrable  qaarterly;  in  which  said  indenture  of  lease 
fihall  be  contained,  on  the  part  of  the  said  Thomas 
Btdts^  Aoelhig^  as  well  covenants  for  payment  of  rent, 
land-tax,  and  all  other  taxes,  of  what  nature  or  kind 
soever,  and  to  deliver  up  the  license  to  the  lessees  at  the 
expiration,  or  other  sooner  determination  of  the  said 
term,  if  such  license  shall  be  then  subsisting;  and  also 
aQ  other  covenants  and  provisoes  usually  inserted  in 
leases  of  public-houses.  And  the  said  Thomas  Butts 
AtfeUng  doth,  for  himself,  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  hereby  agree  forthwith  to  erect  npon  the  said 
piece  or  parcel  of  ground,  a  messuage  or  tenement,  coacb- 
hoose,  stables,  and  other  out-buildings,  agreeable  to,  and 
in  flonformity  with,  the  specifications  made  for  that  pur- 
pose, in  and  by  the  several  plans  signed  respectively  by 
the  several  parties  to  these  presents,  and  to  expend  in 
and  about  the  building,  and  finishing  the  said  premises, 
th^  sum  of  \QOQl.  at  the  least;  and  further,  that  he  the 
said  Thomas  Butts  Aveling  shall  and  will  accept  such 
lena^  without  the  production  of  the  lessor's  title,  and 
exfgfiute  j^  counterpart  thereof  (to  be  prepared  by  the 
solicitos  of  the  said  William  LitdifieUi  and  Samuel 
GrimsdfiltU  ao<I  pay  the  expenses  attendant  upon  the 
makyig  and  executing  this  agreement,  and  such  lease 
and  counterpart. «-  Thomas  Butts  Aveling*" 

,  }p  the  treaty  which  preceded  the  agreement,  one  of 
the  Plaintiffs  was  informed,  by  or  on  the  part  of  the 
De(eodants,  that  the  premises  in  question,  being  a 
pMbliC'bouse  at  Ealing,  were  of  copyhold  tenure.  Soon 
after  the  execution  of  the  agreement   the    Plaintifi 

entered 
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entered  upon  the  premises,  and  expended  in  the  i^ 

building  of  them,  pursuant  to  the  agreemenW  iipwards     bUhiiui* 

of  1 100/.  as  they  alleged.     After  this  expet^litiif^  umA   ^      ^' 

in  the  year  18S2,  they  applied  for  a.lea8eof,t})irtyMOO^ 

years,  pursuant  to  the  agreement,  when  it  appeared^ 

that  according  to  the  custom  of  the  maopr  of  £aii^ 

the  lord  <;ould  not  license  a  lease  for  a  longer- te^m  (bii^ 

twenty-one  years.     The  Defendants  proposed  to  obtaii| 

the  license  of  the  lord  for  twenty-one  year%  aod  to  gfu^ 

such  term  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  to  enter  into  a  coveiMiat 

for  a  further  term  of  ten  years.     The  Plaintiffs  refused 

to  accept  the  proposed  lease  and  covenant;,  anc^  P^W 

filed  their  bill  in  order  to  compel  the  Defendants  tp  r,epfLj\ 

the  money  which  they  had  expended  upon  tt^e  premUe% 

and  prayed  that  it  might  be  declared  that  thej  had  ^, 

lien  ilpon  the  premises  erected  by  them  for  the  ^inoi^ot; 

of  their  expenditure,  and  that,  unless  such  ataount  i^a^{ 

repaid  to  them  by  the  Defendants,  the  premises  inigbtT 

be  sold  in  or  towards  its  satisfaction. 

Mr.  Bickersteth  and  Mr.  KoCi  for  the  Piaii)ti£'» .  , 

The  Plaint^  having  contracted  for  %  legal  lease, 
cannot    be    compelled  to  accept  an  equitiArie  teasev 
neither  can  they  be  impelled  to  accept  a  \egA  fetsfe 
for  a  part  of  the  term  for  which  they  bam^  Contradt^^ 
with  an  indemnity,  by  way  of  ^qilitable  iead^,  fofe'  tht' 
remainder  of  the  term.    Balmarmo  v.  Immky  (a)  decfdek^ 
that  the  Court  can  neither  compel  a  purchaser  tb  uikk 
an  indemnity,  nor  a  vendor  to  give  it     Thi!^  istM>i'4 
case  of  defect  in  the  subject  of  contract,  which  is  capable 
of  equitable  compensation ;  for  the  difference  between 
the  lease  which  the  plaintiffs  contracted  for,  and  the 
lease  which  the  Defendants  are  capable  of  grandhg, 

amounts 

(«)  1  r.^B.224. 
Tt  2 
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amounts  to  one  third  of  the  whole  subject  of  contract. 
A'cOTAiant  for  a  farther  term  of  ten  years  would  afford 
no  sufficient  protection  to  the  Plainti£& ;  for  the  Defend- 
ants might  sell  the  copyhold,  and  a  purchaser,  without 
notite  df  the  covenant,  would  not  he  bound  by  it  The 
Phindffi^are,  therefore,  clearly  entitled  to  the  relief 
which  they  pray  by  their  bill. 


*-  Ifr.  Pemberftm  and  Mr.  Barber^  contrd. 

This  sjjit  has  been  instituted,  not  because  a  I^al  lease 
ca^  be  granted  only  for  twenty-one  years,  but  because  a 
deterioration  has  taken  place  in  the  value  of  the  property 
since  the  passing  of  the  Beer  Act  in  1830.  The  Court 
will  not  rescind  the  contract,  unless  it  is  satisfied  that 
the  difference  between  the  legal  terra  actually  contracted 
for,  and  the  legal  term,  together  with  the  equitable 
t^m  offered  by  the  Defendants,  is  one  which  cannot  be 
niade  the  subject  of  compensation.  There  is,  in 
substance^  no  difference  between  the  precise  subject  of 
contr^^  and  that  subject  so  modified  in  point  of  form 
as  the  necessity  of  the  case  required;  for  the  legal  lease 
fpr  twenty-one  years,  with  the  covenant  for  a  further 
ffii^of  ten  .years,  assures  to  the  Plaintiff  the  whole 
\^iffp  as  fully  as  a  legal  lease  for  thirty-^one  years.  It  is 
^aidf  indeed,  that  the  covenant  would  give  no  security 
^p9.  0e  Plaintiffs,  if  the  Defendants  were  to  sell  the 
.^pyhpld  to  a  purchaser  without  notice  of  the  covenant; 
but.tliere  is  no  foundation  for  that  argument,  inasmuch 
jfLSn^a  purcbajser,  even  if  he  had  no  express  notice  of  the 
fMiy^toant,  would  be  bound  to  inquire  into  the  title  of  the 
in  possession. 


>    J^  Master  qf  the  Rolls. 

Th^re  is  no  question  that,  if  a  party  enter  into  an 
agr^etncAt  ibr  a  legal  lease,  a  court  of  equity  will  not 

compel 
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ODtopelhim  to  accept  aa  equitable  lease^  or  inttemnUyr  y^t 
for  thp  di&reoce  in  value;  but  thai  dodripe  im.  J19  ^*^^^^^ 
applicatioo  to  the  present  case.  I  canoot  concur  ifi^th^  '  vf^ 
argument  at  the  bar,  that  the  coveuaot.  fpr  a  £urtj|^^  ^J9i?^!?^ 
term  is  equivalent  to  a  legal  lease,  anij  that  tbf  jD^S^^-i 
aotscaonot,  by  a  sale  of  the  copyhold  to  a  purcbi^sef 
without  notice  of  the  covenant,  deieat,  tbe^|f||ii/|iti^^ 
right  to  the  further  term  of  ten  years.  It  is  true  that, 
where  a  tenant  is  in  possession  of  the  preipismi  a 
purchaser  has  implied  notice  of  the  nature  of  his  title; 
but  if,  at  the  time  of  his  purchase,  the  tenant  in  posses- 
sion is  not  the  original  lessee,  but  merely  holds  under  a 
derivative  lease,  and  has  no  knowledge  of  the  covenant 
contained  in  the  original  lease,  it  has  never  been  ton-^ 
sidered  that  it  was  want  of  due  diligence  In  the^por- 
chaser,  which  is  to  fix  him  with  implied  notice,  if  lie 
does  not  pursue  his  inquiries  through  every  dieriVative 
lessee,  until  he  arrives  at  the  person  entitled  to  th^ 
original  lease,  which  can  alone  convey  to  him  infottii^ 
ation  of  the  covenant  If  the  Plaintiffs  in  this  case, 
being  apprised  that  the  house  in  question  at  Edling 
was  copyhold,  from  whence  it  was  to  be  inferred  thilt 
it  was  held  of  the  manor  of  Ealing^  had  lised  the 
caution  which  provident  persons  would  have  i^esorted 
to  under  such  circumstances,  they  would,  before 'they 
proceeded  to  the  large  expenditure  of  rebuilding  the 
house,  have  informed  themselves  of  the  custom  of  the 
manor  with  respect  to  the  length  of  leases,  ana  -they 
have  to  blame  their  own  want  of  reasonable  dTIfgende 
for  the  circumstances  in  which  they  are  placed.  •  It'  b 
not  imputed  to  the  Defendants  that  they  acted  firaudd- 
lently;  it  was  on  their  part  mere  ignorance  or  inad- 
vertence. .  It  is  a  part  of  the  agreement  that  the  Plaintiffs 
shall  not  require  the  tide  of  the  lessor  to  be  prodiiced, 
and  it  should  seem  by  the  conduct  of  the  soUoitoni  on 
both  sides,  that  they  considered  that*  the  IMmintfi 
T  t  3  were 
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MSB.  ^nre  intended  bj  the  expression  of  ^  the  lessor."  If 
this  were  the  trae  construction  of  the  agreement,  the 
Plaintiffs*  bill  must  be  dismissed,  because  they  would 
have  bound  themseWes  to  accept  a  lease  ibr  a  term  of 
thirty-one  years,  whether  the  Defendants  had  or  had 
pot  the  power  to  grant  it ;  and  i^  in  such  case,  the 
P!ainti£b  were  evicted  from  want  of  title  in  theDefendanta 
before  the  term  expired,  their  remedy  would  not  be  in 
.  efiuity,  but  by  such  action  at  law  for  damages,  aa  the 
eoTenants  m  the  lease  would  enable  them  to  maintain. 

This  dqe&  not,  howerer,  appear  to  me  to  be  a  rational 

coDstructioa  of  the  i^^reement.    The  PlaintiH^  knowing 

that  the  premises  were  copyhold,  and  that  any  lease 

I  which  the  Defendants  could  grant  must  emanate  from 

the  license  of  the  lord,  it  is  a  much  more  rational  con-- 

.     '    ,    '\*    structiov  to  say  that  the  lord  here  was  intended  by  the 

I      '    .  M     term  ^Messor.'*     Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  the  equity 

M.'  «.    .  t!   .      of  this  case  requires  that  the  Plaintiffs  should  accept 

<T.,  I   ..  yie  hgel  lease  for  twenty-one  years,  and  the  covenant 

..,.,,,..     for  a  further  term  of  ten  years;  and  that,  as  to  the 

'" '       ' '         difference  in  value  between  a  legal  term  of  thirty-one 

<..    years  and  a  l^al  term  of  twenty-one  yeara  with   an 

' '       '      ' ;    c^q^jltable  term  often  years,  the  Defendants  are  bound  to 

t   . !  !  •..    make  compensotion,  and  let  it  be  referred  to  the  Master 

i/.i  r'^.."    , to  inquire  whether  there  is  any  and  what  difference  in 

' '    '    '<  \  value  between  such  terms.     Considering  that  this  suit 

...1  >.i -n    ^^s  arisen  from  a  want  of  due  diligence  on  the  part  of 

die  Ptamtiffs^  and  from  ignorance  or  inadveitence  on 

i('     h.  jth^part  of  the  Defendants,  the  decree  is  made  without 

,  j''      ;"'''.    costs.     Although  the  PlaintiSs'  bill  is  not  framed  with  a 

!  '     view  to  sueli  a  decree,  yet,  inasmuch  as  upon  the  whole 

\  "I    ../,,!      statement  of  the  bill,  such  appears  to  be  the  equity  be- 

'   '*       tw^een  the  parties,  the  Court  seems  to  me  to  be  at  liberty 

to  make  such  decree  under  the  prayer  for  general  reBe^ 

«ridf1»  avoid  fiirther  litignfion  upon  the  sotted. 
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WYTHE  0.  HENNIKER.  ,     RWi*. 

1833. 

O IR  Brydges  Henniker,  by  his  will,  dated  the  «lst  of   ^^^/li  "' 

^^   February  1816,  after  giving  1000?.  a  year  for  life  to  ^  xx^^^ 

his  wife,  Lady  Henniker^  in  lieu  of  dower,  which  antiaity  directed 

he  charged  upon  his  Vetoton  Hall  estate,  and  appoint*  ^\^  .q ^  (i,^ 

ing,  in  pursuance  of  a  power  given  to  him  by  hik  irtar-  produce  to  be 

riage  settlement,  the  Grindon  estate,  of  which  he  was  payment  of 

tenant  for  life,  among  his  five  younger  children,  devised  J|"®  "S?^*?^®* 

his  Newton  Hall  estate,  together  with  the  Moat  House  and  the  re- 

Farnii  aftd  certain  land,  stated  to  have  been  lately  pur-  ^<|auce  to  be 

chased  by  him  of  Lord  Maynardj  to  his  eldest  son,  Sir  coniidered 

Frederick  Henniker^  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  i^tte  a,  pait  of  the 

in  tail,  with  remainders  to  his  second  and  other  sotts  residue  of  hit 

successively  for  life,  and  remainders  In  tall  to  itieh:  tssde  estate;  and 

respectively,  with  divers  remainders  over.  dmled  S*^ 

reudueofhiii 

The  will  proceeded  as  follows:  —  "  And  whereas 'I  jStfiS^ 

have  charged  my  Newton  Hall  estate  with  the  payment  upon  trutt» 

of  the  sum  of  6000/1  byway  of  mortgage,  now  I  do  oflmjurt"*" 

hereby  direct  that,  in  case  the  said  sum  of  (JOOO/I  shall  l'**^*^  ^^  ^« 

not  have  been  paid  off  and  discharged  in  my  Iffttlm^,  his  children: 

the  same  shall   be  paid  and  discharged   out  '  of  irty  ■"**  ''jl'**" 

personal  estate,  or  the  money  to  arise  by  the  sate  of  my  wards,  by  a 

freehold  estates  hereinafter  directed  to  be  soW^  and  fi^^thc^"' 

whereas  I  am  seised  and  possessed  of  the  following  free-  residuary  dft 

hold  and  leasehold  estates,  viz*  of  a  freehold  estate  of  the  estates^ 

called  directed  to  be 
sold,  to  his 
younger  children :  Held,  first,  that  the  devisees  of  the  produce  of  the  real  estate 
directed  to  be  sold  were  entitled  to  have  the  personai  Oitate  applied  in  payment  of 
the  mortgages;  secondly,  that  pecuniary  legatees  were  entitled  to  stand  in  the  place 
of  the  mortgagees,  against  the  estates  so  devised,  to  the  extent  to  which  the  mort- 
fliget  had  been  paid  out  of  the  personal  estate;  an4  lUrcUy^  thfft  such  pecuniary 
Itt^tees  were  not  entitled  to  stand  in  the  place  of  a  render  to  the  testator,  part 
of  whose  purdiase-raoney  remained  unpaid  at  the  testatoKs  death,  to  the  extent 
to  which  the  purcbaie-iDowgr  bad  been  paid  out  9(^  perianal  ^ptate. 

Tt  4 
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1833.  .  called  Hoxne  MiUj  and  Thorpe  Abbotts^  in  the  cminties 
of  Norfolk  and  Stiffblk,  also  a  freehold  farm  situate  at 
Maiden,  in  the  county  of  Essex^  also  a  freehold  estate  at 
Broadstairs,  in  the  Isle  of  Thanet,  in  the  county  of 
Kmt^  also  a  leasehold  manor  and  estate  called  BonveOe^ 
held  by  me  of  the  dean  and  chapter  of  Westminster^ 
and  the  farms,  lands,  and  hereditaments  thereto  belong- 
ing ;  now  I  do  hereby  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  my 
said  last  mentioned  freehold  and  leasehold  estates  unto 
my  said  wife,  Lady  Hennikerj  and  my  said  son,  Fre^ 
derick  Henniker,  and  to  their  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  to  hold  to  them  respectively  upon 
trust  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same,  either  by  public 
auction  or  private  contract;  and  upon  the  receipt  of  the 
money  to  arise  by  the  sale  thereof,  I  direct  my  said  wife 
and  son  Frederick  to  stand  possessed  of  the  same,  upon 
trust,  in  the  first  place  to  pay  off  and  discharge  the  sum 
of  6000/.,  charged,  by  way  of  mortgage,  on  my  Newton 
Hall  estate,  and  all  interest  due  thereon ;  and  also^ 
in  the  next  place,  to  pay  off  and  discharge  all  other 
mortgages  and  incumbrances  (if  any)  charged  on  any 
of  my  other  estates  hereby  devised;  and,  after  full 
payment  of  such  mortgage-money  and  interest,  I  direct 
that  the  residue  of  such  purchase-money  shall  fall  into 
and  go  and  be  considered  and  applied  as  part  of  the 
residue  of  my  personal  estate  hereinafter  given  and 
disposed  of/'  After  giving  several  specific  and  pecu- 
niary legacies,  the  testator  disposed  of  the  residue  of 
his  estate  as  follows :  —  "  And  as  to  all  the  rest  and  re- 
sidue of  my  real  and  personal  estates  (subject  as  afore- 
^fiid,  and  also  subject  to  the  payment  of  my  just  debts), 
I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  the  same  unto  my  said 
wife  and  son  Frederick,  their  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  to  hold  the  same  to  th)sm,  their 
.  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  trust 
that  they,  &c.  do  and  shall  sell  and  dispose  of  such  parts 

thereof 
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thereof  as  shall  be  in  the  nature  thereof  saleahl^t  l^        ISSSi* 
public  auction  or  private  contract^  and  do  and  shall  u^e 
thair,  her,  aud  hia  best  and  utmost,  endeavours  tore^ 
coyer,  get  in,  and  receive  the  rents,  thereof;  afid  after 
deducting  the  expenses  lattending  sqch  sale  ..or  sal^Pi  ^ 
recovery  and  receipts  thereof,  do  and  shall,  in  the  first  .. 
place,  pay  and  dbcharg^  my  just  dpbts  aJtid  fgneral  and. 
testamentary  expenses, .  and  after  payment  tberieof  do 
and  shall  stand  possessed  of  and  interested  in  the  clear 
residue  or  smrplus  of  such  monies»  in  trust  for  all  and 
every  my  children  in  equal  shares  and  proportion^" 

By  a  codicil  to  his  will,  the  testator  reduced  the  an- 
nuity of  lOOO/.  a  yearj  given  to  Lady  Henniker,  to  700/,  a 
yeari  and,  aftei:  reciting  that  he  had,  by  his  will,  directed 
that,  in  case  the  6000/.  iqortgage  on .  the  ISfewUm  Hall 
estate  should  not  be  paid  off  in  his  lifetime,,  the  same 
should  be  paid  and  discha;rged  out  of  his  personal  estate, 
or  the  produce  of  the  estates  directed  to  be  sold,  h^ 
proceed^  as  follows :  —  **  Now  I  do,  in  consideration 
of  the  said  annuity  of  1000/.  toi  my  wife  being  re- 
duced to  the  sum  of  700/.  per  annum,  by  which  my 
Newton  Hall  estate  will  be  of  more  value  to  my 
son,  Frederick  Henniker,  than  when  the.  same  was 
devised  to  him  by  my  said  will,  direct  that,  in  ord^r 
to  make  a  better  provision  for  my  younger  children, 
in  case  the  said  sum  of  6000/.  shall  so  .reipain  a 
charge  upon  my  Newton  Halt  estate  at  the  time  of 
my.  death,  the  ^me  shall  be  raised  and  paid  out  of  my 
Newtpn  Hall  estate,  agreeable  to  the  deed  of  mortgage 
made  thereon,,  and  not  out  of  my  personal  estate,  or  out 
of,  the  sale  of  my  other  estates  by  my  said  will  direCtecl 
to  be  sold ;  and  I  do  hereby  further  charge  my  NewtOfi 
'  Hall  estate  with  the  payiuent  of  all  and  everj^  other  sum^ 
and  sums  of  money  that  I  have,  or  shall  or  may  here* 
after  raise  upon  the  ^ame,  or  that  shall  be  due  therepi^ 

or 
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1899.  or  aoj  put  thereof,  at  tbo  time  of  my  dcodi ;  end  I  do 
hereby  further  direct,  that  the  money  to  arbe  by  the 
sale  of  my  said  freehold  and  leasehold  estates,  so  di- 
rected to  be  sold  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  divided  amongst 
ray  younger  children  in  equal  shares  and  proportions.'' 

The  testator  died  in  Jidy  1816,  leating  his  wife^ 
Lady  Hennikerj  Sir  Frederic  Hemtiker,  his  eldest  son, 
and  five  other  children,  surviving  him.  Sir  Frederick 
Henniker  died  intestate,  and  without  issoe,  in  1825, 
leaving  his  brother.  Sir  Aagushts  Bry^es  Henntker^  his 
heir  at  law,  who  thereupon  became  tenant  for  life  of  the 
setded  estates.  The  bill  was  filed  for  the  administradoa 
of  the  testator's  estate,  by  John  Wythe  and  Arm  his  wife, 
the  eldest  daaghter  of  the  testator,  and  thrir  children, 
against  Lady  Henmier^  the  surviving  executrix  of  the 
testator,  Sir  Augusius  Brydges  Henniker,  and  all  other 
parties  interested  under  the  will. 

At  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  a  part  of  the  price 
to  be  paid  for  the  land,  mentioned  in  the  will  as  having 
been  purchased  of  Lord  Maynard,  remained  midis* 
charged.  The  material  questions  in  tlie  cause  were, 
whether  the  personal  estate  was  applicable  to  the  satis^ 
faction  of  the  mortgages  directed  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
produce  of  the  sale  of  the  real  estate;  and,  if  so,  whether 
the  pecuniary  legatees  were  entitled  to  stand  in  the  place 
of  the  mortgagees  to  the  extent  to  which  the  mort- 
gages were  paid  out  of  the  personal  estate;  and  a  further 
question  was  made,  whether  the  pecuniary  legatees  were 
entitled  also  to  stand  in  the  place  of  Lord  Maynard,  in 
respect  of  the  lien  which  he  had  on  the  estate  sdd  by 
him,  so  far  as  the  purchase^money  had  been  paid  out  of 
the  personal  estate. 

Sir  Charles  Wetherell,  Mr.  Sxoanston,  Mr.  WiWrahanif 
Mr.  Bluntf  and  Mr.  Morley,  for  the  younger  children. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  BiekmMh  and  Mr.  Jaeobi  Sort  Sir  Aitgusha  B.       1898* 
Herwuker. 

Mr.  Pieaberion^  for  Lady  HamUer. 

Mr.  Skphenson  and  Mr.  17.  WhiUj  for  other  parties. 


For  the  younger  diildren  it  was  argaed,  first,  that 
the  personal  estate  could  only  be  exonerated  from  the 
payment  of  the  mortgages  by  the  express  direction  of 
the  testator,  or  by  necisssary  implication  from  the  whole 
context  of  Che  will,  and  that  there  was  nothing  upon  the 
will  or  codicil  to  take  the  present  case  out  of  the 
ordinary  rule  which  applied  to  a  demise  of  real  estate 
aulgect  to  a  mortgage.  According  to  the  rule  which 
had  been  invariably  followed  since  the  ease  of  Serle  r. 
St.  Elcy  (a),  the  devisee  of  an  estate  subject  to  a 
mortgage  took  the  estate  exonerated  from  the  mort- 
gage as  against  the  testator's  personal  estate ;  and  here 
the  gift  of  the  produce  of  the  estates  directed  to  be  sold, 
subject  to  the  application  of  that  produce  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  mortgages,  was  substantially  a  gift  of  the 
estates  to  the  younger  children,  subject  to  the  mort* 
gages.  It  could  never  be  successfully  contended  that  a 
mere  direction  to  pay  off  mortgages  with  the  produce  of 
the  devised  estate  amounted  to  an  exoneration  of  the 
personal  estate;  especially  in  a  case  where  the  dispo* 
sidon  of  the  testator's  residuary  personal  estate  was 
made  subject  to  the  payment  of  all  his  just  debts. 

Secondly,  it  was   submitted   that  the  right  of  the 
pecuniary  legatees  to  have  the  assets  marshalled  as 

against 
(a)  sP.  Wmi.5S6. 
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agaiiMt  devisees  of  real  estate,  subject  to  mortgages 
which  had  been  satisfied  out  of  the  personal  estate, 
rested  upon  the  authority  of  Forrester  v.  Leigh  {a\  a 
case  which  had  been  decided  against  prinoiple»  and 
which  bad  often  been  mentioned  with  disapprobatioa. 

On  the  third  point  it  was  argued  that,  if  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  pecuniary  l^atees  were 
entitled  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  mortgagees  to 
the  extent  to  which  the  latter  had  been  paid  out  <^ 
the  .-personal  estate,  then,  by  parity  of  reason,  they 
would  have  a  right  to  stand  in  the  place  of  Lord 
Matftiard  in  respect  of  his  lien  upon  the  purchased 
estate,  to  the  extent  to  which  the  purchase-money 
remaining  due  to  J^rd  Maynard  at  the  testator's  death 
bad  been  satisfied  out  of  the. personal  estate;  and  the 
Qsae  of  PoUexfen  v,  Moore  {b)  was  relied  upon  as  an 
authority  in  support  of  that  proposition.  The  vendor 
was  a  creditor  upon  the  testator's  general  personal 
estate,  and  he  had  also  a  lien  upon  the  estate  sold,  so 
long  as  any  part  of  the  purchase-money  remained  un- 
paid. As  Lord  Maynardj  therefore,  had  been  satisfied 
out  of  one  fund,  when  he  had  two  funds  to  resort  to, 
be  could  not,  by  his  election,  disappoint  the  pecuniary 
legatees  who  had  but  one  fund  to  resort  to,  and  the 
case  fell  within  the  ordinary  principle  upon  which 
the  Court  marshalled  the  assets.  In  Ausien  v.  Halsey  (c). 
Lord  Eldon  referred  to  PoUexfen  v.  Moore,  and  he 
observed,  that  **  where  there  is  a  charge  upon  an  estate 
descended,  a  legatee  shall  stand  in  the  place  of  the 
person  having  that  charge  resorting  to  the  personal 
estate."  In  conformity  with  that  principle,  Sir  William 
Grant  decided,  in  the.  case  of  Trimmer  v.  Baj/ne  (d),  that 

as 


(<x)  Andd.  171. 
(i)  Ji4U.87S. 


(c)  ^Ve$.4hZ, 
\d)  9  Vet.  209. 
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BB  against  a  descended  estate  a  pecuniary  legatee  had  a  1888. 
right  to  stand  in  the  pkce  of  the  vendor  in  respect  of 
his  lien  upon  the  purchased  estate.  In  SeUy  v.  SeU^y  (a), 
a  .ease  recently  before  the  Court,  his  Honor  held,  under 
circamstances  similar  to  those  of  the  present  oase^  that 
a  simple  contract  creditor  was  entided  to  stand  in  the 
place  of  the  vendor,  in  respect  of  his  lien  upon  the 
estate  sold,  against  the  devbee  of  that  estate,  because 
the  vendor  had  equally  a  charge  upon  the  double  fund 
of  the  real  and  personal  estate.  That  reason  was 
equally  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  pecuniary  legatee; 
and  in  fact  the  very  point  now  before  the  Court,  though 
it  was  not  necessary  to  decide  it,  was  alluded  to  in 
Selbif  v.  Selly  by  his  Honor,  who  observed,  that  **  if 
the  charge  of  the  vendor  was  to  be  considered  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  it  were  secured  by  mortgage,  then  a 
pecuniary  legatee  would  have  the  same  benefit  from  the 
vendor's  lien."  Now,  the  vendor  and  the  mortgagee  had 
an  equal  right  to  resort  to  the  two  funds,  and  it  seemed 
impossible,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  right  of  the 
pecuniary  legatees  in  respect  of  marshalling,  to  disdn- 
guish  the  lien  of  the  one  from  the  charge  of  the  othet. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  admitted  to  be  the  general 
rule,  that  a  devise  of  estates  subject  to  a  mortgage  did 
not  affect  the  primary  liability  of  the  personal  estate  to 
the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt ;  but  it  was  insisted  that 
in  the  present  case  the  intention  of  the  testator  to  eicone^ 
rate  his  personal  estate  was  plainly  to  be  collected  from  the 
language  of  the  will  and  codicil.  The  testator  had,  by 
his  will,  charged  his  personal  estate,  and  the  produce  of 
the  estates  directed  to  be  sold,  with  the  payment  of 
the  mortgage  upon  the  Newton  Hall  estate,  and  by  his 
codicil  he  had  expressly  declared  his  intention  of  revoking 
that  part  of  his  will,  and  of  making  the  Newton  Hall 

estate 
(a)  4  Bums.  336. 
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1888«  egUte  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  mortgages  upon  it  in 
exoneration  of  the  personal  estate^  How,  therefore,  coald 
it  be  held  that  the  personal  estate,  notwithstanding  the 
codicil,  continoed  primarily  liable  to  the  payment  of  the 
mortgages,  without  directly  contratening  the  dedared 
intention  of  the  testator  ? 

As  to  the  second  point,  the  case  of  Forrester  v.  Leigh 
established  the  rule,  that  pecuniary  legatees  were  entitled 
to  stand  in  the  place  of  mortgagees  as  against  detisees 
of  mortgaged  estates,  to  the  extent  to  which  the  mort- 
gages had  been  satisfied  out  of  personal  estate,  and  that 
rule  could  not  now  be  departed  from  without  affecting 
the  stability  of  a  great  number  of  titles. 

The  point,  indeed,  did  not  appear  to  be  seriously 

contested,  for  the  third  question  raised  on  the  other  side 

was  founded  on  the  supposition  or  admission  that  the 

second  was  untenable.     Although  the  rule  establisbed 

by  Forrester  v.  Leigh  was  not  to  be  shaken,  yet  it  could 

not  be  denied  that  it  was  difficult  to  reconcile  the  deci* 

sion  in  that  case  with  the  principle  recognised  in  other 

cases,  that  a  devise  of  an  estate  subject  to  a  mortgage 

was  a  devise  of  the  whole  estate,  and  not  a  gift  of  the 

mere  equity  of  redemption.     It  would  be  dangerous  to 

depart  from  the  rule  established  in  Forrester  v.  Leigh: 

but  the  claim  of  a  pecuniary  legatee  to  have  the  assets 

marshalled  against  the  devisee  ought  not^  widiont  neeefr- 

sity,  to  be  carried  further.     PdUexfen  v.  Moore  was  m\ 

anomalous  case,  and  was  considered  of  doubtful  autbci- 

rity  both    by   Lord  Eldon  and    Sir    William   Grant. 

Mackreth  v.  Symmons  (a).  Trimmer  v.  Bayne*  (b)    The 

author  of  the  treatise  on  the  law  of  Vendors  and  Pur^ 

chases  (c)  had  endeavoured  to  reconcile  the  decision  in 

that 

^a)  15  Ves.  344.  (c)  Vol.  a.  p.  7a  9th  edit 

(b)  9  Vet.  209. 
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that  case  with  the  dtctwn  of  Lord  Hardwkke  that  the  I89S« 
benefit  of  the  yendor's  lien  would  not  extend  to  third 
persons,  upon  the  conjecture  that  the  decree  went  upon 
the  circumstance  that  the  vendor  had  not  parted  with  die 
title  deeds,  but  had,  by  agreement,  kept  them  in  hisowo 
custody,  as  a  security  for  the  purchase-money  unpaid; 
00  that  he  stood  in  the  situation  of  an  equitable  mort- 
gagee^ and  the  case  fell  therefore  withm  the  general  rale 
OS  to  marshalling.  If  that  conjecture  were  right,  the  case 
would  be  wholly  inapplicable  to  the  purpose  for  which 
it  was  here  used ;  and  if  the  circumstance  suppbsed  to 
be  sufficient  to  account  for  the  discrepancy  between  the 
dictum  and  the  decree  in  Pottexfen  y.  Moore  were  not 
the  ground  of  Lord  Hardmc1a?s  decree,  the  case  would 
be  left  in  all  that  obscurity,  by  which  Sir  William  Grant 
confesses  that  he  had  been  much  perplexed,  in  Trimmir 
V.  Bayne  {a\  and  which  rendered  it  at  any  rate  an  unsafe 
authority  for  the  introduction  of  a  new  rule  in  the  mar- 
shalling of  assets.  It  was  true  that  in  Trimmer  v*  Bcofne 
the  benefit  of  the  vendor's  lien  was  extended  to  a  pecu** 
niary  legatee;  but  in  that  case  the  estate,  against  whidbi 
the  marshalling  was  allowed,  was  a  descended  estate,  and 
the  pecuniary  legatee  and  heir  were  not,  as  in  the  case 
of  pecuniary  legatee  and  devisee,  equal  objects  of  the  tes*' 
tator's  bounty. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  '       ^w.  »«• 

The  first  question  is,  upon  the  will,  immaterial,  because    . 
the  residue  of  the  estates  directed  to  be  sold,. and  the    . 
residue  of  the  personal  estate,  were  given  to  the  same 
persons.      It  has  been  made  material  by  the  codicil 
which  gives  the  residue  of  the  estates  to  be  sold  to  the 

five 

(a)  Trimmer  v.  Ba^fne^  9  Vet.  SU . 
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>1M6.       five  younger  children  only,  in  exdtnion  of  die  ddcrt, 

.  kating  the  residue  af  the  personal  estate  distribatable 

among  the  six  children.   The  devise  of  the  estates,  4o  be 

sold  for  the  payment  of  the  mortgages,  is  in  eflbct  a  gift 

f£  those  estates  to  the  fite  younger  childroi,  sobject  to 

.the  mortgiges;  and  a  gift  of  an  estate  subject  to  a 

^mortgage  doea  not  deprive  the  devisee  of  the  right  to 

^satisfactioo/of  the  mortgage  out  of  the  personal  estate. 

Thece  is  here  no  iotention  to  exonerate  the  personal 

jtstatB  ^m  the. payment  of  the  mortgages^  the  residoe 

of  thq^^sonal.jcstBte  bi^ng  expressly  given  after  pi^- 

'  BSftdtof<ralL  his 'just  tlebts;  and  it  is  pkin  the  testator  in- 

-Sandedi the. produce  of  the  real  estate  as  an  auxiliary  fiind 

.iOnly^tiiDfliitb^  direotioa  in  the  will  that  the  600<M.  mort- 

grigieon  the ;y««d^..Hsj^. estate  should  ^b^  paid  out  of 

!ths  pessODaL  estaites^  or  out  of  the  produce  of  the  real 

estatsatdavlsed'  to  be  sold 

''  Upott  th»  aaoond  qoestion,  I  do  not  think  it  necessary 
'to-sefitr  to  the  argument  ii^ieaehing  the  doctrme  of  Por* 
r^^to*  v.'LLf%A»  considering  it  to  have  been  reoetved^  ever 
i^ince  thut  oaae,  sa  a  settled  rule  of  Courts  of  Equity,  that 
lAp^euntary  legatee  is  entitled  to  stand  upon  the  defised 
<iC0t«le  iuithe  place  of  the  mortgagee,  to  the  extent  to  which 
.  the  <  mprtgage  has  been  satisfied  out  of  the  personal  estate. 
Tbist  .doctrine  proceeds  upcMoi  the  assumption  that  the 
devise  of  the  mortgaged  estate  is  u  devise  of  the  equity  of 
redemption  only,  and  that  the  testator  intended  that  the 
;detjfieie  should,  take  the  estate  cum  onere.  That  doctrine, 
howeYer^bflsnot  been  universally  approved,  because  \n 
all-  other  cases  the  devisee  of  a  mortgaged  estate  does 
not.  take  iC/fTt^  onere,  but  has  a  right  to  have  the  mort- 
gage/satisfied  out  of  the  personal  estate,  even  where  the 
devise  is  made  expressly  subgect  to  the  mortgage.  Fol- 
flowing  the  rule  of  the  Court  settled  by  Forrester  v.  Leigh^ 
I  must  therefore  here  declare  that  the  pecuniary  legatees 

are 
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are  entitled  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  mortgagees  upon       IM6. 
the  devised  estate,  to  the  extent  to  which  the  mortgages 
.have  b^en  paid  oat  of  the  personal  estate^ 

The  third  question  arises  irdm  the&cQ  tluttbe  testa- 
tor, by  hJB  wili^  devised  an  estate  which  he  liad  pwrcihased 
of  LordMaynardy  and  tiiat  a  part  of  the  price  of  that 
estate  remained  unpaid  at  tbetestator's  death  9  and  it  was 
argued  that  Lord  Majfnard,  the  vendor,  having  been  aince 
paid  wliat  was  due  to  him  out  of  tlie  personal  estate^  the 
pecuniary  legatees  have  a  right  to  stand  in  the  place' of 
Lord  Mag/nardt  in  respect  of  his  lien  upon  the  purchased 
estate,  totheextent  of  the  sum  he  has  received  from  the  per- 
sonal estate.  The  caseof  C/f^0i»  v.  Suri  {a)  has  established, 
that  a  pecuniary  legatee  has  no  right  to  stand  in  the  place 
of  a  bond  creditor  as  against  a  real  estate  devised^  although 
he  has  such  right  as  against  a  real  estate  descended,  it 
being  considered  that  the  devisee  is  not  to  be  deprived 
of  any  part  of  the  real  estate  which  the  testator  has  given 
him,  because  it  happens  that  the  testator's  intention-  of 
bounty  towards  the  pecuniary  legatee  fails  for  want  of 
that  fund  which  ought  legally  to  supply  the  legacy. '  If  . 
in  this  case  the  estate  purohased  of  Lord  Magnard  bad 
deseended  instead  of  being  devised,  then  indeed  the 
peenniary  legatees  would  have  been  entitled  to  stand  'fti 
the  place  of  Lord  Maynard  upoo  the  descend^  estate 
within  the  principle  of  Clifton  v.  Burt.  ' 

In  the  case  of  PMexfen  v.  Moore^  which  is  otted  Ui 
support  of  the  proposition  contended  for,  a  testator  gsrt e 
a  pecuniary  legacy  to  bis  sister,  and  devised  his  real 
estate  to  Kemp^  whom  he  made  executor.  Kemp  wasted 
the  personal  assets,  which  appear  to  have  been  sufficient 
to  pay  the  legacy,  and  died  leaving  the  legacy  unpaid, 

and 

{a)  1  F,  Wm,  678.  ^ 

Vol.  IL  U  u 
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1888,  and  the  real  esUte  which  he  had  acquired  from  the 
first  testator  descended  to  his  aon  and  heir;  and  the 
decision  in  that  case  was,  that,  because  Kemp  the  father 
had  wasted  the  assets  which  ought  to  have  paid  the 
H  ., . '  legatee^  the  legatee  should  charge  the  heir  of  Kemp 
in  respect  of  the  real  estate.  Loid  Hardwicke  de- 
creed satis&ction  to  the  legatee  out  of  the  descended 
'^d?  '  estate,  upon  the  ground  that  the  legatee  was  entitled 

to  the  same  relief  against  him  as  she  would  have  been 
entitled  to  against  the  father.  This  decision,  therefore^ 
has  not  only  no  application  to  the  purpose  for  which  it 
was  cited,  but  it  is  difficult  to  find  any.  principle  upon 
which  it  can  be  supported ;  because  the  wasting  of  the 
assets  which  ought  to  have  satisfied  the  legacy  could 
only  constitute  a  simple  contract  debt  against  Kemp  the 
iatber,  to  be  satisfied  out  of  his  personal  estate  if  he  had 
left  personal  estate,  and  could  not  affect  his  real  estate 
deseeded.  This  case  of  Pclle^en  v.  Moort  was  referred 
to  by  Sir  W.  Grant  in  Trimmer  v.  Bmfne^  where  the 
pecuniary  legatee  was  decreed  to  stand  in  the  place  of 
the  heir  upon  a  descended  but  not  a  devised  estate; 
and  it  is  noticed  by.  Lord  Eldxm  in  AmUn  v.  Halsey^ 
and  in  Mackreth  v.  Symmans.  Sir  William  Grant  in 
H:ii'  .  ;>.  Trimmer  v.  Bayne  observes,  —  and  there  is  abundant 
reason  for  the  observation  —  that  the  case  of  Pollexfex 
V.  Mpore  had  greatly  perplexed  him. 


-oil 


-  n. 


5(1'. fii:"  "'• 
I   r-.'l.i 


It  must  therefore  be  declared  that  the  pecuniary 
legatees  have  no  right  to  stand  in  the  place  of  Lord 
Mtg/nard  in  respect  of  his  lien  upon  the  estate  purchased 
by  the  testator. 
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ATT0RNET4JENERAL  v.  GASCOIGNE. 


1839. 
Jan,  18. 


J^OBERT  HUNGATB,  by  his  will,  dated  the  1 1th       n^!^i 

of  May  1620,   after  reciting  that  large  sums  of  Where  the 

money  were  due  and  owing  to  him,  and  declaring  his  re2te"aiid  pri 

will  to  be  that  the  several  sums  of  900/.,  700/.,  and  fits  of  an 

1300/.  should  in  case  of  payment  thereof  be  accepted  with  certain 

from  the  several   persons  indebted  to  him  as  therein  •'"pulated  pay- 
'  menti  for  the 

mentioned,  in  discharge  and  satisfaction  of  the  debts  due  benefit  of  a 

by  them,  directed  that  his  executors  thereinafter-men-  p^^jjl^^ 

tioned  should  from  time  to  time  employ  the  said  sums  of  07  the  will  of 

money  to  the  uses  thereinafter  appointed,  and  that  tliey  |^  cxccuton 

and  their  heirs,  presently  after  the  receipt  of  the  said  f^^  their 

!•  I         i  .  .  rt^^t  heirs, for  their 

sums  or  of  any  part  thereof,  amovntmg  to  the  sum  of  100/.  sole  use  and 

or  above,  should  with  all  convenient  speed  from  time  to  benefit  for 

ever,  the  cha* 
thne  buy  and  purchase  to  them  and  their  heirs  lands,  rity  can  claim 

tenements,  and  hereditaments  of  so  much  yearly  value  b$  ^^^i^^S 

bona  fide  so  much  monies  would  purchase  in  fee-simple,  ments, 

upon  the  confidence  and  trust  that  his  said  executors  and  the  chanee^a 

their  heirs  should  for  ever  thereafter  employ  the  yearly  the  value  of 

profits  of  the  said  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  so  paymenu 

from  time  to  time  to  be  purchased,  unto  such  godly  uses  P*'?  become 
.  ^  ,         1  J  inadequate  to 

and  purposes  aa  theremafter  expressed  and  set  down,  the  charitable 

and  no  other  use  and  uses ;    that  is  to  say,  that  the  JS^f^„"de?.^ 

executors   and   the  survivor  of  them  and  their  heirs  ,  Thctcach- 

should,  within  five  years  next  after  his  death,  erect,  buiid,  an^^^",'^ 

and  found  one  convenient  house  or  hospital,  with  a  con-  may  be  well 

,       ,  ,  ,  ,  .  /•      introduced 

ven lent  school-house  and  rooms,  to  have  contmuance  for  into  a  scheme 

ever,  within  the  town  of  Saxton^  or  in  the  town  of  Sier^  ^^^  ***®  '"■v, 

nagement  of  a 
bttrrif  for  legitimate  orphans  and  infants  only  above  seven  free  grammar 

or  under  fifteen  years  old,  to  consist  of  the  number  of  ^^^^* 

twenty-four  orphans  at  one  time,  and  every  one  of  them 

to  have  yearly  allowed  and  paid  ft>r  their  maintenance 

U  u  2  there 
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1852.  ebarity  antil  1780.  In  1780»  Sir  Thomas  QamoigHe^ 
whose  &tber  had  married  the  heiress  of  the  Hmigate 
estates,  and  had  become  entitkd  to  the  estate  charged 
CksooidAx.  ^^^  ^  paynents  to  the  charity,  ooDfomicd  to  the 
Protestant  religion,  and  from  thence,  untii  his  death, 
acted  as  the  patron  of  the  charity.  In  the  year  1770,  Sir 
Thomas  Gascoigne  obtained  an  act  of  parliameat  fixr 
indoBing,  amongst  other  lands^  the  estate  charged  with 
the  payment  to  the  charity ;  and  thereupon,  by  the  i»- 
terference  of  the  then  Dean  of  York^  Sir  Thomas  being 
at  that  time  a  Papist,  it  was  provided  by  the  act  which 
recognised  the  title  of  the  owner  of  the  estate  charged 
with  the  stipulated  payments  to  the  sarplus  rents  of  that 
estate,  that,  in  respect  of  the  benefit  which  Sir  Tkomag 
Gascoigne  derived  from  the  inclosure,  the  charity  pay- 
ments should  be  increased  by  a  further  yearly  payment 
of  12/. 

Sir  Thomas  Gascoigne  became  by  purchase  the  owner 
df  the  lease,  which  had  been  granted  as  before  stated  to 
Francis  TthomhiU. 

In  1810  Sir  Thomas  Gascoigne  died;  and  thereupon 
the  Defendant^  Richard  Oliver  Gascoigne^  came  into 
possession  of  the  lands  charged  with  the  payments  to 
tKe  charity,  as  tenant  for  life  under  the  will  of  Sir 
Thomas  Gascoigne,  and  from  the  time  of  such  possession 
the  payments  made  by  him  to  the  charity  were  upwards 
of  50£  a  year  liess  than  the  amount  of  the  payments 
'  directed  by  the  will  of  the  founder.  In  consequence  of 
this  diminished  payment,  and  the  altered  value  of  money, 
the  intentions  of  the  founder  were  in  a  great  measure 
defeated.  The  income  of  the  estates  charged  with  the 
charitable  payments  amounted,  at  the  time  of  filing  the 
inTormatlon,  to  800/.  a  year,  and  the  object  of  the  inform- 
litibi)  was  to  have  the  whole  rents  of  those  estates  applied 

to 
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to  the  purposes  of  the  diarity  %  a  sdremfeiio  bk  sellled       >i*88S. 
bytfaeMasten 


Mr.  Titmey  and  Mr.  0.  Anderdon^  ia  support  of  tfce    ^^^\^^ 
informadon. 

Mr.  Biciersietki  Mac*  PtmbertoH^  Mr.  TWjfaae,  Wr. 
Skirrtmy  Mr.  Jlfciore,  Mr*  AwH^  and  Mn  itfbnir«|  ^ 
the  respective  Defendants.  .     .      .  s 

.  t 

T>4<r  Master  tf  the  Roixa. 

The  sui-plus  rents  of  the  estate  to  be  purchased^  .being 
by  the  will  of  the  founder  expressly  deviled,  sybj^t  .to 
the  paynients  mentioned  in  the  will,  to  bis  exeputofs 
and  their  heirs,  to  and  for  their  sole  and  perpetuid 
use  for  ever,  no  further  sum  than  those  specified  p^- 
ments,  with  the  addition  of  the  two  sums  of  10/.  and 
12/.  in  respect  of  the  property  devised  by  ^mncis 
ThomhiU^  can  be  claimed  for  the^  charily.  If  a,,cp}irt 
of  justice  were  to  provide  for  that  change  in  the  value 
of  money,  which  the  testator  had  not  in  his  contem- 
plation, it  would  not  be  to  construe  the.wjiU  b^^  to 
make  a  new  will  for  the  testator.  ., 

His  Honor  decided,  however,  that  in  addition  ^  the 


stipulated  payments,  the  owner  of  the  est^e 
bound,  at  his  own  expense,  to  maintain  and  Jt^ep.  tl^e 
school-house  in  good. repair,  and  to  paj^  for  the  fittii^ 
up  and  furnishing  of  the  school,  and  to  find  the  schi^I- 
books  and  also  the  necessary  furniture  and  bedding  fi^r 
the  lodgiz^  of  the  scholars  so  far  as  the  yearly  sum  pf 
12/.  mentioned  in  the  inclosure  act  was  not  adecjgat^  iU> 
that  purpose;  and  he  directed  the Deff^ndant,  i2/cAa^f/ 
Oliver  Gascoigne^  to  account  for  the  amount  of  the  sti- 
pulated payments  from  the  time  of  his  possession,  and 
U  u  4  to 
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18S^:       ta  pay  tbe  costs  of  the  infommtion ;  and  referred  it  to 
j^^^^^lll^    th^  Master  to  settle  a  scbeme  for  the  future  manage* 
OctmaAt.      ment  of  the  charity. 

OiicoHiiia;  ^ 


^S'  On  the  cause  coming  on  for  further  directions  on  the 

Theteachmc    Miastert  report,  a  question  was  raised  as  to  the  pn^ 

of  writiojs  and  ptiety  of  the  introduction  of  a  provbion  for  the  teach- 

maj bewdl     ^^^  ^^  writing  and  arithmetic  into  the  scheme  for  the 

introduced       management  of  the  grammar-school, 
into  a  Mheme 
for  the  ma^ 

nagement  of  a       Mr.  Pemheiton^  for  the  relators,  said  the  only  ground 

free  cFBounar 

ichooL  which  had  been  relied  upon  in  any  of  the  cases  for  the 

exclusion  of  such  subjects  of  instruction  as  weie  best 
fitted  for  commercial  purposes  from  the  education  to  be 
given  at  grammar-schools,  was  this;*-— that  instraction 
in  such  subjects  was  inconsistent  with  the  nature  of  the 
institution.  It  was  assumed  that  the  teaching  of  gram- 
mar meant  nothmg  but  the  teaching  of  the  learned 
languages,  and  that  to  give  instruction  in  writing  and 
arithmetic,  those  parts  of  education  which  were  most 
useful,  and  most  wanted  by  a  large  proportion  of  the 
objects  of  those  charitable  institutions,  would  be  to 
divert  tbe  charity  from  the  purpose  contemplated  by 
the  founder.  It  was  true,  that  in  this  case,  the  art 
of  grammar  was  the  only  subject  of  instruction  ex- 
pressly mentioned  by  the  testator;  but  it  was  no  less 
true  that  the  charity  was  intended  as  well  for  scholars 
who  were  to  be  placed  out  apprendces  to  some  honest 
trade,  as  for  scholars  who  were  to  be  sent  to  the  Uni- 
versity. In  the  late  case  of  The  Attorney  General  v. 
The  Haberdasher^  Company  {a)j  Lord  Lyndhurst  had  ap- 
proved of  the  introduction  of  a  provision  for  giving  in- 
struction 

(a)  3  Bust,  530. 
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stroction  in  writiDg  and  arithmetic  into  a.^chei^e  £^r       19§#>^{ 
the  administration  of  a  free  graiiunar*8chooU  *^  m  i  j  1 1*  ^ 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  that,  considering  the    q  «^i^g  , 
number  of  foundations  of  this  dfisficiption  in  various 
parts  of  the  kingdom,  and  the  wants  of  the  inhabitants 
IB  many  places  where  th^  were  sitttated,  nptbing  coMld  .i  r,Ri 

be  more  inconvenient  than  the  confioom^t  of  the 
sttbjeot  of  instruction  to  the  learpjed  laoguageft^  .Tbe 
restrieted  interpretation  of  the  word  *<  grammar,?  vand 
the  consequent  restriction  of  the  subjects-' tanigb^  atgmPr 
mar-schools,  had,  no  doubt,  been  sanctioned  by  very 
high  authority;  but  he  was  glad  of  an  oppoi^Ctmi^of 
holding,  upon  the  authority  of  the  case  before  X^Qurd 
LgndhurU  cited  at  the  bar,  that  the  tesiclungx>f  wdlins 
and  arithmetic  might  be  well  introduced  intOia  isrcheqfi^ 
for  the  management  of  a  fineegcaaunarr«diooL    . 


-\ 
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r«:l8.  ATTOBNEY-GENERAL  »v  The  MERCERS' 

jiS"V.  COMPANY- 

Where  money  ^i^HIS  itifernuilioD  bad  bteii  filed  for  tht  purpose  of 

q^tb^  fo^  effecting  •  due  application  of  the  sun  of  2S60Ly 

uie  purpose  being  the  amount  of  a  nu«iber  of  kgactes,  which  had 

out  witlout  ^^  I^ft  ^  ^^^  Mercmi  flwjinrity  by  varioos  testators 

interest,  in  between  the  yeorB  1545  and  1666»  for  the  pturpose  of 

sums  not  ex-  ,    .       _             " ,                       .       ^           _               ,      .  , 

ceedmg  soo^,  bcMig  lent  out  in  sunis^  Tflrying  from  5/.  to  200/.  without 

S-^in^^n  *°^'«*^  ^  J~^  fiteihen  of  the  Company.     From  the 

anew«cbeme  year  166^  in  which  the  fire  of  LonAm  happened,  the 


ri^lbad^     funds  had  lenaitted  unapplied  in  the  hands  of  the  M€r- 

rected  the        etnf  Company. 

roayimnm  of 

the  sums  so 

l^<^uttobe       At  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  a  reference  had  been 

hel4  that  directed  to  the  Master  to  settle  a  scheme,  for  the  due 

^^^  w'\T^  application  of  the  fund ;  and  the  scheme  settled  by  the 

miB  200  yean  Master  provided,  among  other  things,    that   the  fund 

op^uwin the  ^^^^  ^  ^^^  ^"^  ^^  young  freemen  of  the  company, 

amount  of  in  sums  not  less  than  100^,  and  not  exceeding  500A, 
toe  loans  was       ...  i       i     •  i  i 

not  inconr  Without  interest,  upon  bond  with  two  good  securities.  * 

•  distent  with 
the  iotention 
otthi^  testa-  ^^^  Mastbr  ^the  Rolls  was  at  first  inclined  to  think 

^^%  osts  ^^  ^^  ^^"^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  Ifl^'g^s  since  the  largest 
of  an  infornw  sum  mentioned  in  any  of  the  wills  was  200/*,  and  the 
be  mdd  by  '^°  ^  ^^^^  ^  considerable  as  500/.  would  become  an 
a  company,  object  of  importance  to  families,  and  might  consequently 
charitable^  lead  to  the  abuse  of  the  charity.  But,  it  being  suggested 
fund  is  vested,  at  the  bar,  that  the  latest  of  the  wills  was  200  years  old, 
be  suffered  to  ^^s  Honor  was  finally  of  opinion  that,  regard  being  had 
fall  into  de-  ^  ^  alteration  in  the  value  of  money,  the  increase  in 
tlie  amount  of  the  loans  made  by  the  Master's  scheme 
was  not  inconsistent  with  the  intention  of  the  testator. 

His 
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His  Honor  direoted  the  costs  of  the  infotmation  to  be  14SS. 

paid  by  the  company,  with  the  exception  of  such  ck-  ^"  ' 

penses  of  the  reference  to  the  Master  as  were  occasioned  GBmaAL 

by  the  necessity  of  settling  a  new  scheme^  inasmoch  as  J!^ 

it  was  by  their  n^liBCt  that  the  charity  had  fallen  into  Msaos^s* 

desitetude,  and  their  general  estate  had  profited  by  the  oinp^y- 
non-application  of  the  fund* 


DOCKER  t;.  SOME&  \.J?f*' i: 

Aprtl  1.7.  19^ 

,    •      «    .    S5J,   ..;      . 

I^AMUEL  SOMESi  an  extensive  shipowner  at  iUblr  If^trntee 

£ii<f,  bequeathed  his  property,  consisting^  among  otbst  funds  witti  ' 

thinffSi  of  a  ship  and  of  shares  ih  several  other  ships^  to  ^^^  private 

hu.  La,  San^  F.  S«^  and  Josepk  Sonus,  wboL  he  ^fe'^ 

also  appointed  his  executors,  upon  trust,  snb^eot  to  cc^  Ldyenm^  df^ 

tain  legacies  and  annuities,  for  the  benefit  of  his  sk  his  own,  tde 

children,  in  manner  therein  mentioned.     His<will  C0d«  ^^tnay  if' 

talned  a  proviso,  that  if  they  should  think  it  advantageous  ^e  prefers  %' 

for  his  estate,  his  trustees  might  carry  on  bis  sMppiag  having  a  pro^ 

business  for  any  period  not  exceedinr  siie  yaara  from  his  poitionate 

J     .,  ,      .     .         f       .    1  ,_       share  of  the^ 

decease,  and  might  employ  m  it  such  capital  as  was  then  profits,  histeaU 

employed  therein,  or  such  greater  capital  takm  from  the  thj"am^t^* 

rest  of  his  property  as  they  should  think  fit^  and  that  the  of  the  trust 

profits  of  the  business  so  carried  on  should  be  added  to  j^oyed^  **"' 

the  rest  of  his  property  and  be  considered  as  part  thereof^ 

and  distributed  accordingly.  .    '. 

The  testator  died  in  the  month  olIfafetMber  1616. 

The  trustees  paid  some  of  the  legacies;  but  instead  of 
winding  up  and  closing  the  testator's  conoerns,  tbey  doh* 
tinned  to  carry  on  his  shipping  business  daring  tfce  six 

years. 
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years*  ooDsidering  that  sach  a  course  would  be  more 
beneficial  to  the  estate.  Some  of  the  shipping  property, 
howeyer,  they  from  time  to  time  disposed  of.  The 
concern  eventually  proved  to  be  a  losing  one;  and,  in 
consequence  of  the  general  depreciation  of  shipping  pro- 
perty, the  testator's  estate  was  worth  less  at  the  expi- 
ration of  the  six  years  than  at  the  time  of  his  decease. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  one  of  the  testator's  daughters, 
after  the  six  years  had  expired,  against  the  executors 
aocl  trustees,  for  an  account  and  payment  of  her  dis- 
tributive share. 


The  Defendants  by  their  answer  admitted,  that  within 
a  year  after  the  testator's  death  they  began  to  carry  on  the 
business  of  ship  chandlers  and  sail-makers  in  partnership 
together;  and  they  further  admitted,  that  in  the  month  of 
February  1820,  they  received  the  sum  of  2775/.  on  account 
of  the  testator's  share  in  a  ship,  which  sum,  they  stated, 
was. again  shortly  afterwards  employed  for  the  benefit  of 
the  testator's  estate ;  and  they  further  admitted  that  in 
the  course  of  winding  up  and  settling  the  concerns  of  the 
testator's  estate,  they  received  divers  sums  of  money  for 
yrhich  they  had  charged  themselves  with  interest  at  the 
rat&  of  5  per.c^t,  from  the  time  of  receiving  the  same, 
and  that  sych  sums  were  paid  in  by  them  at  their  banker's 
to  the  credit  of  their  general  account,  without  distin- 
guishing the  same  from  the  monies  employed  in  their 
own  business,  conceiving  that  as  the  testator's  estate  was 
benefited  by  receiving  a  higher  rate  of  interest  than  could 
have  been  obtained  on  government  or  real  securities,  and 
as  they  were  then  making  arrangements  for  putting  an  end 
to  the  alnpping  business,  and  finally  settling  all  the  con- 
cerosof  the  testate's  estate,  such  a  temporary  disposition 
of  his  assets  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  persons  interested 
tbf  r^tioy  and  therefore  not  objectionable  or  improper. 

By 
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By  the  decree  made  by  the  Vice-Cbancellor  at  the  1884. 
hearing  of  the  cause,  it  was  (among  other  things)  declared 
that  the  sums  on  which  the  Defendants  had  charged 
themselves  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent  per 
annum,  as  mentioned  in  their  answer,  were  (o  be  con-' 
sidered  as  employed  in  their  trades,  and  the  Master  was' 
directed  to  inquire  what  proportion  of  the  profits  re-* 
ceived  by  the  Defendants  from  such  trades  was  properTy^ 
attributable  to  the  monies  so  to  be  considered  as  em- 
ployed in  their  trades. 

An  appeal  was  presented  against  that  part  of  Hisf 
Honor's  decree.  '  '  ' 

The  Solicitor^General  (Sir  C.  Pejn/s)  and  Mr.  Btefi" 
matij  in  support  of  the  appeal. 

The  ground  on  which  the  Vice-Chancellor  proceeded' 
was,  that  certain  balances,  admitted  to  form  part  of  the 
testator's  estate,  had  been  mixed  by  the  Defendants  with 
their  own  monies  and  paid  in  to  one  general  account  at 
their  banker's,  and  that,  as  their  occasions  required,  the 
Defendants  drew  upon  that  account  as  well  to  answer 
their  current  expenditure  in  their  ship  chandlery  and' 
sailmaking  concerns,  as  in  carrying  on  the  shipping 
business,  which  under  the  will  they  were  authorised  to 
continue.  His  Honor  considered  that  the'  Defendant^' 
in  adopting  this  course  were  using  the  assets  of  the  tes-^ 
tator  for  the  purposes  of  their  own  trade ;  and  that  d^ 
though  they  had  charged  themselves  by  th'eir  answer' 
with  interest  at  5  per  cent  on  the  amount  of  the  sums  so 
employed  (a  larger  interest  than  could  have  been  ob- 
tained from  any  other  investment),  they  were  bound 
nevertheless  to  account  for  all  the  profits  derived  in  iheilr 
trade  from  the  use  of  those  sums.  The  efitet  of  thisr* 
declaration  is  to  make  the  cestuique  trusts  of  the  testator's 

estate 
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It84«  estate  sabttantially  partners  Ib  tbe  pri?Bte  trade  of  the 
De&ndants  as  ship  chandlers  and  sailHDokers,  at  least 
to  ike  extent  of  entitling  them  to  share  the  profits  de- 
rived from  such  part  of  the  capital  employed  in  it  as  had 
once  belonged  to  the  testater^s  assets.  Such  a  dedann 
tion,  besides  being  in  the  highest  decree  inconTenient, 
is  totoSy  unwarranted  by  precedent.  The  only  autho* 
rity  that  can  be  cited  to  support  it  is  Bnxm  v.  De 
2ajM(a),  but  the  circumetaBces  there  were  extremdy 
peculiar.  The  bill  in  that  case  was  filed  G>r  an  account 
of  an  intestate's  assets,  alleging  that  De  Tasted  had  con- 
ttnoed  to  carry  on  the  intestate's  Irade  with  the  capital 
of  the  intestate,  his  deceased  partner ;  and  tbe  Defend-^ 
ant  having  by  his  answer  admitted  that  he  had  made 
profits  in  the  tsade  by  tbe  use  of  that  capital,  the  decree 
ordered  him  to  account  for  the  profits.  The  principle 
of  die  decree  was  that  it  did  not  lie  in  De  Tasters  mouth 
to  eay  that  tbe  trade  had  deterroined  by  his  partner's 
death,  because,  as  his  own  answer  admitted,  he  had  con- 
tinued the  tiade^  with  aH  the  advantages  of  the  capital 
belonging  to  bis  deceased  partner,  and  had  not  attempted 
to  wind  up  the  concern  or  to  sever  the  partnership.  The 
deoree  was  afterwards  carried  to  the  House  of  Lords  and 
affirmed,  but  it  was  found  in  practice  quite  impossible  to 
work  it^  and  the  Plaintiff,  it  is  believed,  eventually  aban- 
doned it. 

The  practical  inoonvenience  of  going  into  complicated 
accounts  for  the  purpose  of  separating  the  profits  pro- 
duced by  the  trader's  own  capital  from  the  profits  de- 
rived from  the  money  he  has  borrowed  from  the  trusty 
would  alone  be  a  conclusive  objection  to  His  Honor's 
onder ;  and  this  oonsideracion  has  probably  given  rise  to 
tbe  rule  now  firmly  established,  that  whenever  a  trustee, 

who 

(a)  J0C,  984.     4  Riut,  196. 
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who  is  bUaaelf  in  trad^  mixes  the  ^roat  fimds  with  bis  18M* 
private  monies,  and  employs  them  in  both  in  a  business 
or  adventure  of  his  own,  he  shall  be  charged  with  intei est 
upon  the  trust  funds  so  appjropriated.  The  rate  of  in- 
terest charged  may,  however,  vary.  If  otreumstancea 
appear  to  palliate  or  excuse  the  conduct  of  the  trsstee^ 
the  Court  will  charge  him  with  interest  at  4  per  cent, 
only;  Tebbs  v.  Carpenter,  {a)  If  the  breach  cf  tvust  is 
aggravated  and  inexcusable,  interest  at  5  per  cent  will  be 
charged;  Piety  v.  Stace{b\  Nemtan  v.  Bisnnet{c\  l\m)es 
V.  Tamnshend  (rf),  Sutton  v.  Sharp  {e\  The  Attomey^Ge" 
neral  v.  Sdly.  (g)  In  Raphael  v.  Boekm  (A)  before  Lord 
Laiighboroughf  an  account  of  interest  at  5  per  cent,  with 
half  yearly  rests  was  directed ;  but  this,  which  Ims  always 
been  considered  as  a  harsh  decree^  has  not  been  followed 
since,  and  the  current  of  authorities  warrants  the  proposi- 
tion that,  in  all  ordinary  cases,  interest  at  5  per  cent  upon 
the  sum  appropriated  is  the  extept  and  measure  of  the 
trustee's  liability. 

Here  every  thing  concurred  to  extenuate,  if  not  to 
justify,  the  course  pursued  by  the  Defendants.  In  the 
exercise  of  the  discretion  vested  in  them  by  the  will, 
they  considered  it  expedient  to  carry  on  the  testator's 
business;  and  they,  therefore,  retained  his  interest  i^ 
the  shipp'mg  property.  With  a  view  to  put  his  vessel^ 
in  a  fit  state  for  employment,  they  were  obliged  from 
time  to  time  to  incur  considerable  expenses,  to  meet 
which,  it  became  necessary  to  keep  in  hand  an  availaUe 
balance  of  the  testator's  assets.  This  balance  they  de- 
posited at  their  banker's;  and,  as  they  kept  but  one 
account  there,  and  were  themselves  then  engaged  in  m 
distinct  business  of  their  own,  some  portion  of  the  funds 

derived 

(a)  1  Mad.  S90.  (e)  1  Rust.  146. 

(5)  4  VcM.  620.  (g)  S  Sim,  5 IS. 

(c)  1  Bro.  a  C.  359.  (A)  Stated  in  1 1  Vcm.  92.,  and 

{d)  Ibid.  384.  in  I  Mad,  300. 
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18S4.  derived  from  the  profits  of  the  shipping  basiness,  or 
from  the  sale  of  the  ships  (which  they  were  gradually 
disposing  of),  may  have  been  drawn  out  in  the  ordinary 
course,  and  occasionally  employed  in  the  chandlery  and 
saU-making  concern ;  but  for  the  sums  thus  employed, 
which  were  small  in  amount,  and  must  otherwise  have 
Iain  unproductive,  the  5  per  cent  interest  allowed  by 
the  Defendants  is  surely  a  most  liberal  return. 

Mr.  Boteler  and  Mr.  Bi^^  in  support  of  the  decree. 

Ejicept  the  case  of  Bravm  v.  De  Tasted  which  is 
strictly  in  point,  it  may  be  difficult  to  find  a  precedent 
which   applies  directly  to  the  present  case;   but. the 
doctrine  laid  down  in  a  variety  of  cases,  and  still  more 
the  prindf^   upon   which   the  Court   has  uniformly 
acted  in  dealing  with  trustees  who  have  been  guilty  of  a 
breach  of  trust,  are  strongly  in  favour  of  the  Vice* 
Chancellor's  decree.     It  is  settled  that  a  trustee  shall 
not  be  allowed  to  charge  or  receive  remuneration  for 
the  time  or  trouble  he  may  have  expended  in  the  exe- 
cution  of  his   trust :   Bobinson   v.   Peit  (a),   Sher^  v. 
Axe{b\  Hffoey  v.  Blalceman{c) ;  and  it  is  equally  clear, 
that  whatever  profit  has  been  made  by  the  application 
of  a  trust  fund,  must  be  added  to  and  form  part  of  the 
principal  of  that  fund ;  the  rule  being,  that  a  person 
shall  not  be  permitted,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  to 
derive  a  benefit  to  himself  from  his  character  of  trustee. 
If,   therefore,   a  speculation  in    which  a  trustee  has, 
without  authority,  embarked  funds  belonging   to  thAt 
trust,  proves  unfortunate,  the  loss  is  entirely  his  own{ 
if  it  proves  successful,  the  gain  is  that  of  cestuique  trust. 
The  application   of  this   principle  is  easy,   wherever 
the  monies  so  applied  are  not  mixed   by  the  trustee 

with 

[a)  5  P.  Wnu.  249*  (c)  4  Fet.  596. 

(6)  4RtUi.55. 
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vfiih  his  own,  but  are  employed  in  a  distinct  trade  or     'JAiL- 

adventure ;  and  there  the  practice  has  been  universal  to      jdoSuw 

charge  him  at  the  election  of  the  cestui  que  trust,  either 

with  interest  at  5  per  cent,  or  with  all  the  profits,  if 

any  have  been  made.     Where,  again,  the  profits  are 

the  produce  of  a  mixed  capital ,  partly  composed  of 

trust  monies,  and  partly  of  the  trader's  own  monies, 

it  may  be  more  difiicult  to  sever  the  shares  attributable 

to  each  portion  of  the  capital ;  but  the  difficulty  which 

the  act  of  the  trustee  guilty  of  the  breach  of  trust  has 

himself  created,  is  no  answer  to  the  claiiD  of  the  c/es^i'que 

trusti  if  the  latter  chooses  to  insist  upon  his  rights.    The 

trustee,  in  such  a  case,  cannot  take  advantage  of  hb 

own  wrong,  or  shield  himself  from  rendering  ain  ac* 

count  of  his  gains  by  an  ofier  of  5  per  cent,  interest 

upon  the  sums  he  has  improperly  put  in  bazafd.    Free* 

man  v.  Fairlie.{a) 

No  judge  has  taken  the  distinction,  now  for  the  first 
time  suggested;  between  the  case  of  trust  fiinds  mixed 
by  the  trustee  with  his  private  money,  and  Employed 
with  it  in  a  business  of  his  own,  and  the  case  of  trusi* 
funds  not  so  mixed,  but  employed  by  the  trustee  in  a 
separate  concern  or  adventure.  On  the  contrary,  the 
common  language  of  the  Court,  and  the  inquiries  di- 
rected by  decrees  dealing  with  questions  of  this  kind, 
dearly  indicate  that  no  such  distinction  exists,  and 
that  in  both  cases  equally,  the  cestui  que  trust  may 
either  insist  on  going  into  the  account  of  the  profits, 
or,  if  he  considers  that  course  inconvenient,  may 
waive  the  account,  and  claim  interest  at  5  per  centb 
upon  the  funds  misapplied:  Hockley  v.  Bantock(b)i 
Walker  v.  Woodward  (c),  Heathcote  v.  Htdme{d),  Bardeu 

V.  Burden^ 

(a)  3  Mer,  S4.;  see  p.  43.  (c)  1  Rusi.  107. 

(A)  1  Ruts.  HI.  Id)  1  Jac.  ^  >K.  122. 
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1104.  ▼.  BHrden{a\  Poeock  v.  Beddingian{b),  BaU  v.  Scales.{c) 
The  option,  however,  is  exclusively  given  for  the  benefit 
of  the  cesit^  que  trust  whose  property  has  been  endan- 
gered; and  to  extend  it  to  the  party  whose  culpable 
conduct  has  occasioned  all  the  difficulty  and  the  danger, 
would  be  to  hold  out  to  trustees  the  most  powerful 
oicouragement  to  fraud  and  malversation  in  the  dis- 
charge of  their  office. 


Aprii  29.         The  LoftD  Chakcellor. 

iThe  importance  of  the  question  raised  upon  this 
appeal,  independently  of  its  novelty,  would  be  fully  suf- 
ficient to  make  me  feel  some  anxiety  in  deciding  it; 
and  this  anxiety  is  not  lessened  by  the  consideration 
that  the  question  is  now  for  the  first  time  to  rec^ve  a 
judicial  determination. 

There  is  clearly  no  decided  case  upon  the  point; 
none  which  even  touches  it  more  nearly  than  by  recog- 
nising general  principles.  Certainly  there  is  no  decision 
allowing  an  account  of  actual  profits.  Indeed  it  may 
rather  be  said,  that  the  cases,  by  uniformly  giving  in- 
terest at  diflerent  rates,  and  sometimes  with  rests  where 
the  trust-funds  have  been  employed  in  the  trustee^s 
trade,  would  seem  to  acknowledge  the  principle  that  no 
account  of  actual  profits  shall  be  given  in  such  in- 
stances. 

Thus,  in  Newton  v.  Bennet{d)i  where  an  executor 
had  used  the  produce  of  the  testator's  estate  in  his 
Ci^e^  interest  was  allowed;  and  so  in  the  Attorney^ 

General 

(a)  Cited  in  1  Jac.  4*  W.  134.         {c)  IS  Vet,  409.    See  also  ex 
(6)  $  Vei,  794.  parte  Waiion,  2  Vet.  4*  B.  414. 

id)  1  Bro.aasS9, 
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General  v.  Solfy{a\  and  other  cases.  Bat  the 
strongest  instance  is  Eaphad  v.  Boekm^  before  Lord 
JLoaghborough  in  1798|  a  case  which,  upon  that  point, 
is  nowhere  reported,  but  which  is  particularly  men* 
tioned  in  Tebbs  ▼.  Carpenter  (6)  by  the  Vice-Chancellor, 
who  had  taken  time  to  examine  the  Registrar's  book.  It 
came  also  before  Lord  Eldon  and  Lord  Erskine  in  sub- 
sequent stages  of  the  cause,  (c)  In  that  case  a  gross 
breach  of  trust  had  been  committed ;  for  the  large  sum  of 
80,000/.  was  expressly  directed  to  be  laid  out  for  accu- 
mulation, and  the  executor  having  thought  proper  to 
employ  it  in  his  own  trade,  the  Court  ordered  bim  to  be 
charged  with  interest  at  5  per  cent,  from  the  tine  of  the 
testator's  death,  with  half-yearly  rests  and  interest  for  the 
intermediate  times.  All  the  judges,  who  hwe  mentionei 
this  decree,  hare  considered  it  as  severe :  and  certainly 
it  proceeded  from  a  strong  feeling  in  the  Cpurt  that  A 
breach  of  trust  had  been  committed,  so  aggravated  aa  to 
call  for  the  most  severe  visitation. 


188*. 


It  is  hence  not  unnaturally  argued  that  tlie  utmost 
power  of  the  Court  had  been  exerted  upon  this  occasion^ 
and  an  opinion  forces  itself  almost  unavoidably  upoii 
us,  tbat  the  Court  must  have  felt  its  authority  limited 
to  the  allowing  of  interest  I(  in  every  case  of  such 
mkconduct,  the  appropriation  of  the  trust-fiinds  hm 
been  only  visited  by  cbai^ng  interest,  the  infefonct 
seems  reasonable  enough  that  this  was  the  extent  tQ 
which  the  Court  felt  itself  at  liberty  to  go  in  any 
instance  of  the  like  malversation. 


In  the  absence  of  any  precedent  of  a  decree  for  aift 
acoount  of  actual  profits,  whatever  may  have  been  the 

culpability 


{a)  S  58111. 51S. 
{b)  1  Mad.  800. 


(c)  11  Ve$,  S2. 
690. 
Xx  2 


15  re$.  407. 
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'  ,liijtB'  culpability  of  the  trustee  in  exposing  the  trnstrfiinds 
to  hazard  in  quest  of  his  own  gain,  there  seems  good 
ground  for  holding  that,  as  far  as  the  authority  of 
judicial  determination  goes,  the  weight  lies  on  one  side, 
and  that  the  rule  is,  to  give  interest  and  nothing  else  in 
cases  of  this  kind.  Let  us,  however,  refer  for  a  moment 
to  the.  undoubted  principles  that  regulate  the  dealings 
pf  t)ie.  Court  with  breaches  of  trust,  and  see  to  what 
these  plainly  lead  us. 

Wherever  a  trustee,  or  one  standing  In  the  relation 
of  a  trustee,  violates  his  duty,  and  deals  with  the  trust- 
^tate  fo^  his  own  behoof,  the  rule  is^  that  be  shall 
account  to  the  ceshd  que  trust  for  ail  the  gain  which  he 
has  made.  Thus,  if  trust-money  is  laid  out  ia  buying 
and  selling  land,  and  a  profit  made  by  the  transaction, 
that  shall  jg;o  not  to  the  trustee  who  has  so  applied  the 
mouey^  but  to  the  cestui  que  trust  whose  money  has  been 
tbu/i  applied.  Iii  like  manner  (and  cases  of  this  kind 
a^re  jnoxe  numerousj),  where  a  trustee  or  executor  has 
u;^  the  fund  committed  to  his  care  in  stock  specula- 
l^ns,  though  the  loss,  if  any,  must  fall  upon  himself; 
vet  E^r  every  farthing  of  profit  he  may  make  he  shall 
be  accountable  to  the  trust  estate.  So,  if  he  lay  out  the 
^ust*monqy  in  a  commercial  adventure,  as  in  buying  or 
fittting  wt  a  vessel  for  a  voyage,  or  put  it  in  the  trade 
of  another  person,  from  which  he  is  to  derive  a  certain 
atipulated  profit,  although  I  will  not  say  that  this  has 
been  decided,  I  hold  it  to  be  quite  clear  that  he  must 
account  for  the  profits  received  by  the  adventure  or 
from  the  concern.  In  all  these  cases,  it  is  easy  to  tell 
,what  the  gains  are ;  the  fund  is  kept  distinct  from  the 
trustee's  other  monies,  and  whatever  he  gets,  he  must 
account  for  and  pay  over.  It  is  so  much  fruit,  so  much 
increase  on  the  estate  or  chattel  of  another,  and  must 
foUow  the  ownership  of  the  property  and  go  to  the  pro- 
prietor. 


SOMZS. 
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prietor.  So  it  is  also  where  one  not  expressly  a  trustee  ^  1884>. 
has  bought  or  trafficked  with  another's  money.  The 
law  raises  a  trust  by  implication,  clothing  him,  though 
a  stranger,  with  the  fiduciary  character,  for  the  purpose 
of  making  him  accountable.  If  a  person  has  purchased 
land  in  his  own  name  with  my  money,  there  is  a  result- 
ing trust  for  me ;  if  he  has  invested  my  money  in  any 
other  speculation  without  my  consent,  he  is  held  & 
trustee  for  my  benefit ;  and  so  an  attorney,  guardtati,  or 
other  person  standing  in  a  like  situation  to  fmbthet 
gains  not  for  himself,  but  for  the  client,  or  infaot^^  or 
other  party  whose  confidence  has  been  abused. 

Such  being  the  undeniable  principle  of  equity,  sucl^ 
the  rule  by  which  breach  of  trust  is  discouraged  an^ 
punished — discouraged  by  intercepting  its  gains,  and 
thus  frustrating  the  intentions  that  caused  it;  punished 
by  charging  all  losses  on  the  wrongdoer,  while  no  profit 
can  ever  accrue  to  him — can  the  Court  consistendy  draW 
the  line  as  the  cases  would  seem  to  draw  it^  and  except  froin 
the  general  rule  those  instances  where  the  risk  of  the 
malversation  is  most  imminent ;  those  instances  where  the 
trustee  is  most  likely  to  misappropriate ;  namely,  those  ill 
which  he  use^  the  trust  funds  in  his  own  traffic  ?  Ml 
first  sight  this  seems  grossly  absurd,  and  some  reflection 
is  required  to  understand  how  the  Court  could  ever,  eVeil 
in  appearance,  countenance  such  an  anomaly.  The  rea- 
son which  has  induced  judges  to  be  satisfied  with  allow- 
ing interest  only,  I  take  to  have  been  this :  they  could 
not  easily  sever  the  profits  attributable  to  the  trust  money 
from  those  belonging  to  the  whole  capital  stock ;  and  the 
process  became  still  more  difficult,  where  a  great  propor- 
tion of  the  gains  proceeded  from  skill  or  labour  employeii 
upon  the  capital.  In  cases  of  separate  appropriation  there 
was  no  such  difficulty;  as  where  land  or  stock  had  been 
bought  and  then  sold  again  at  a  profit ;  and  here,  accord- 
X  X  3  ingly, 
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ingly,  there  was  no  hesitation  in  at  oooe  making  the 
titistee  Account  for  the  whole  gains  he  had  made.  But 
where,  having  engaged  in  some  trade  himself  be  bad 
invested  tbe  trust  money  in  that  trade  along  with  bis 
own,  there  was  so  much  difficulty  in  severing  the  pro- 
fits which  might  be  supposed  to  come  from  the  money 
misapplied  from  those  which  came  from  the  rest  of  the 
capital  embarked;  that  it  was  deemed  mora  convenieot 
to  take  another  course,  and  instead  of  endeavouring  to 
ascertain  what  profit  had  been  really  made,  to  fix  upon  cer- 
tain rates  of  interest  as  the  supposed  measure  or  repce* 
sentadve  of  the  profits,  and  assign  that  to  the  trust  estate^ 

This  principle  is  undoubtedly  attended  with  one  ad- 
vantage ;  it  avoids  the  necessity  of  an  investigation,  of 
more  or  less  nicety  in  each  individual  case,  and  it 
thus  attains  one  of  the  important  benefits  resulting 
from  all  general  rules.  But  mark  what  sacrifices 
of  justice  and  of  expediency  are  made  for  this  oaii<- 
Tenience.  Ail  trust  estates  receive  the  same  compens- 
ation^ whatever  risks  they  may  have  run  during  the 
period  of  their  misappropriation;  all  profit  ec|ually, 
whatever  may  be  the  real  gain  derived  by  the  trustee 
from  his  breach  of  duty;  nor  can  any  amount  of 
profit  made  be  reached  by  tbe  Court,  or  even  the 
most  moderate  rate  of  mercantile  profit,  that  is  the  legal 
rate  of  interest,  be  exceeded,  whatever  the  actual  gains 
may  have  been,  unless  by  the  very  clumsy  and  arbitrary 
method  of  allowing  rests,  in  other  words,  compound 
interest ;  and  this  without  the  least  r^^ard  to  tbe  profits 
actually  realised :  for,  in  the  most  remarkable  case  in 
which  this  method  has  been  resorted  Xa^Baphaely.Boeim, 
(which,  indeed,  is  always  cited  to  be  doubted,  if  not  dis* 
approved,)  the  compound  interest  was  given  with  a 
view  to  the  culpability  of  the  trustee's  conduct,  and  not 
upon  any  estimate  of  the  profits  he  had  made  by  it. 

But 
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Bat  th«  principal  objeotion  which  I  have  to  the  rult 
is  founded  upon  it«  tendency  to  cripple  the  jiwt  power 
of  this  Court  in  by  far  the  most  wholesome  and  iai 
deed  necessary  exercise  of  its  functions,  and  ^e  en? 
coaragement  thus  held  out  to  fraud  and  breach  of  trust 
What  avails  ii  towards  preventing  such  malversations, 
that  the  contrivers  of  sordid  injustice  feel  the  power  of 
the  Court  only  where  they  are  clumsy  enough  to  ke^p 
the  gains  of  their  dishonesty  severed  from  the  vest 
of  thdr  stores?  It  is  in  vain  they  are  told  of  the 
Court's  arm  being  long  enough  to  reach  them,  and 
strong  enough  to  hold  them,  if  they  know  that  a  certain 
delicacy  of  touch  is  required,  without  which  the  hand 
might  as.  well  be  paralysed  or  shrunk  up.  The  dis^ 
tinction,  I  will  not  say  sanctioned,  but  pointed  at  by 
the  negative  authority  of  the  cases,  proclaims  to  ex- 
ecutors and  trustees,  that  they  have  only  to  invest  the 
trust  money  in  the  speculations,  and  expose  it  to  the 
hazards  of  their  own  commerce,  and  be  charged  5  per 
cent,  on  it;  and  then  they  may  pocket  15  or  20  per 
eent  by  ft  successful  adventure.  Surely  the  supposed 
difficqlty  of  ascertaining  the  real  gain  made  by  the  mifr< 
application  is  as  nothing  compared  with  the  mischiefr 
likely  to  arise  from  admitting  this  rule,  or  rather  this 
exception  to  one  of  the  most  general  rules  of  equitable 
jorisdiction. 

Even,  if  cases  were  more  likely  to  occur  than  I  can 
thmk  they  are,  of  inextricable^  difficulties  in  pursubg 
such  inquiries,  I  should  still  deem  this  the  less^  evil  by 
fiir,  and  be  prepared  to  embrace  it.  Mr.  Solicitorr 
General  put  a  case  of  a  very  plausible  aspect,  with  the 
view  of  deterring  the  Court  from  taking  the  eourse 
which  all  principle  points  out.  He  feigned  the  instance 
of  an  apothecary  buying  drugs  with  lOOA  of  trust  money, 
and  earning  J^OOOA  a  year  by  selling  them  tahispati^u ; 
X  X  4  and 
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1M4«  and  BO  be  nigki  have  taken  Che  case  of  tnisliiioDey  laid 
out  ia  piurckaabig  a  piece  of  sleel  or  skein  of  silk,  and 
these  being  worked  up  into  goods  of  the  finest  fiibric» 
Birmingham  trinkets  or  Brmsds  lace,  where  the  work 
woeeds  by  lO^OOO  times  the  material  in  Talne.  But 
«tt6h  instanresi  in  troth,  prove  nothing ;  for  thej  are 
oises  not  of  profiu  upon  stock,  hot  of  skilfiil  kboor  veiy 
highly  paid ;  and  no  reasonable  person  would  ever  dream 
9f  cbai^ging  a  trustee,  whose  skill  thus  bestowed  had  so 
eoortnoiisly  aogoiented  the  value  of  the  capital,  as  if  he 
had  only,  obtained  from  it  a  profit;  although  the  refine* 
ments.of  the  civil  law  would  certainly  bear  us  out,  even 
in  obargiog  all  gains  accruing  upon  those  goods  as  in 
|be  nature  of  accretions  belonging  to  the  true  owners  of 
tj»e  chattels. 

I  have  looked  to  the  authorities  with  the  view  of 
3$^ing,  generally,  whether  or  not  they  aflbrded  any  di- 
oect  premlent  either  way  in  this  question ;  and,  as  far 
as  decision  goes,  they  certainly  do  not.  But  there  are 
stmi^,  indications  to  be  traced  in  the  books  of  judges 
il^iniDg  towards  the  point  which  I  would  fain  hope  we 
may  bow  be  said  to  have  reached.  Walker  v.  IVood^ 
Wfu:ri{(()  was. referred  to  at  die  bar,  as  a  case  in  iriiioh  an 
e^^outoc  b4viog  made  profit  by  farming  with  his  tea* 
tatcMr's  stodk,  an  account  of  the  profits  was  waived,  and 
5^par.Ceiu«  with  rests  chaiged.  But  there  the  testator's 
o^n  concern  vvom  continued  with  his  farm  stock  by  the 
e;(eCttlor.  A  like  remark  arises  upon  Heaihcaie  v« 
iiiK2«ie(£},  although,  as  fiir  as  dida  go.  Sir  Thcmas 
Plmer  there  certainly  held  a  ceshd  que  trust  generally 
enlitled  to  elect  to  take  the  profits  made,  or  a  rate  of 
intarest  on  the  prindpal.    . 

f:  There 

(a)  1  Rwt.  107.  (*)  \J,4W.  I2«. 
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There  are  other  cases  deserving  of  attentkm,  as  iih  IftM* 
dicatiDg  the  indioation  of  the  Court  on  this  sabjast. 
Treves  v.  TomnAend  (a)  was  the  case  of  an  assignee  of  a 
bankrupt  who  had  kept  near  2000/.  fer  sixteen  yearsy 
without  ever  proposing  to  make  a  dividend.  It  was  on* 
this  eireumstanoe  mainly  that  the  lords  coBunissionerB 
charged  him  with  5  per  cent,  and  ordered  him  to  pay* 
the  costs ;  hot  it  further  appeared,  that  he  had  em^doyed 
the  money  in  bis  trade  as  a  Blaekmell  Hall  factor,  though- 
be  said  he  had  an  equal  sum  at  his  banker's  ready  to 
answer  any  demands*— demands  which,  he  was  pretty- 
well  assured,  would,  through  his  own  laches  in  discharging 
bb  duty  of  assignee,  never  be  made.  On  a  rehearing 
before  Lord  Thttrbm^  his  Lordship  said  his  <Hily  doubt 
was  as  to  the  rate  of  interest';  but  he  held  it  (established 
that  the  money  had  been  used  in  the  assignee's  trade,  and 
he  said,  **  If  5  per  cent,  is  made  in  that  trade,  I  cannot 
give  feor/'  An  inquiry  was,  therefore,'  offered  to  the 
Defendant  as  to  the  usual  rate  of  a  BlaeiweU  Hall  factor's 
profit ;  and  this  offer  being  refused,  the  decree  of  the  lords 
commissioners  was  affirmed.  If  this  case  shew^  on  the 
one  hand,  the  impression  to  have  been  that  the  Court 
wonld  not  go  to  the  real  amount  of  profits  made,  but  only 
inquire  as  to  tiicse  for  the  purpose  of  asoertainmg  whether 
more  than  the  nsual  rate  of  4  per  cent,  shall  be  allowed, 
limiting  itsdf  to  the  legal  interest  of  5  per  centf  if  so  moch 
has  been  made ;  it  as  dearly  proves,  on  the  other  hand, 
that  there  was  no  disposition  to  shrink  from  an  inquiry, 
now  represented  aa  impossible,  into  the  rate  of  prefits, 
and  the  proportion  of  them  attributable  to  the  trust  fund/ 
If,  however,  it  were  to  be  inferred  from  this  case,  that 
trust  monies  used  in  the  trustee's  trade  cannot  be 
charged  with  more  than  4  per  cent*  unless  more  be  made 
of  them,  the  doctrine  would    be    dangerous  indeed* 

Lord 

(«)  1  Bro.  a  C.  384.     1  Car,  5a 
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L<ird  Lou^hbanm^  seems  to  have  taken  a  ht  eoanier 
view  of  the  principles  on  which  the  Court  deals  with 
breach  of  trustf  when  he  charged  5  per  cent  simply  on 
aeoount  of  die  unjustifiable  use  of  the  money,  and  with- 
out any  regsrd  to  tba  gains  made  by  the  malversation. 
When  Lord  Thurlaw  stated  that  4  per  oenL  was  the  rate 
usually  attowed,  and  that  it  was  never  to  be  exceeded  hot 
in  a  special  case^  he  laid  down  the  admitted  rule;  but  a 
special  case  was  here  abundantly  made,  when  it  waa 
Aewn  -diat  the  assignee  had  allowed  sixteen  years  ta 
dapse  widiout  oflering  to  make  a  dividend,  and  had, 
dueing  that  period,  traflBcked  with  the  fund. 

I  have  further  to  remaric  on  this  case,  that  the  rs&sal 
of  an  inquiry  by  the  Defendant  who  had  appealed  may 
seem  to  indicate  an  apprehension  of  more  than  5  per 
cent  being  charged,  when  the  actual  profits  should  be 
asoertained.  It  is  possible,  indeed,  that  he  may  have 
d^ined  the  inquiiy  for  fear  of  being  fixed  with  the  ad-» 
dltional  costs.  Sir  William  Grants  however,  in  Bocke 
T.  Haff{a\  referring  to  Tmfes  v.  Ttmnshmd^  plainly 
goosiders  tiiat  his  pefussl  was  for  fear  of  more  than  5  per 
cent  being  found  to  be  the  profits  of  the  bus'mess,  and 
ebai|^  accordingly. 


Piety  ^.  8ia0e{b)f  before  Lord  Jlmnl^f  was  the 
of  «n  exeeuior  not  laying  out  the  testator's  money  as 
he  was  directed,  bat  employing  it  partly  in  his  trade  in 
stock  tisuiseetions,  and  partly  in  loans  to  his  son ;  and 
be  was  ehai^  with  5  per  cent.  The  doctrines  of  the 
Court  are  strongly  and  clearly  laid  down  by  Lord  A^ 
umla/.  They  are  so  well  understood,  said  his  Lordship, 
that  it  is  waste  of  time  to  repeat  them.  An  executor,  act- 
ing otherwise  than  the  testator  desires  with  the  property, 

cannot 

(a)  11  Vet,  58.  if)  4  r^fi.SSO. 
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oftiHiot  pofsibly  be  a  gaioer^bj  it:  any  ffAu  "  moat  be  IftMi 
for  the  benefit  of  his  cesiid  que  truU  s  and  if  there  is  any 
loss  upon  the  capital,  as  if  the  stocks  rise  ever  so  much, 
he  must  replace  it  Every  iarthing  more  than  the 
dividends  that  lay  in  his  hands  is  just  so  much  gain  to 
himself;  for  every  shilling  he  got  by  any  of  these  tr^ns* 
actions  he  shall  pay  interest  at  5  per  cent  for  every 
minute  it  lay  in  fajs  hesids;"  and  aocovdingly  the  de- 
fendant was  charged  with  the  same  interest  on  all  he 
lent  his  son.  Here,  then,  he  was  made  to  account  not 
only  for  the  aaual  profits  made  by  the  slock  traiMK 
actions,  but  for  S  per  cent  on  those  profits.  The  priiir 
oiple  stated,  indeed,  is  as  large  as  poesible;  for  it 
comprehends  all  profits  received  by  a  trustee  who  derfs 
with  the  trust-fund  for  his  own  advantage;  but  Xrord 
Alvatiley  plainly  had  his  mind  directed  to  the  kind  of 
dealing  in  question ;  viz.,  in  the  stocks. 

In  Pocock  V.  Seddingian  (a),  the  same  ^wry  aUe  and 
accurate  judge  proceeds  upon  the  like  views.  After 
observing  that  a  trustee  has  no  right  to  deal  with  the 
trust-fund  so  as  to  hazard  it,  on  the  chance  of  being 
able  to  replace  it  if  lost,  which,  as  his  Honor  with 
marked  but  not  excessive  severity  says,  is  an  aigwient 
used  by  others  in  a  very  different  case,  and  which  has 
cost  them  their  lives,  he  says,  ^*  therefore  the  executor 
must  answer  for  that  which  he  may  reasonably  be  sup- 
posed to  have  made ;  and  if  he  made  more,  he  must  also 
answer  for  that  too:"  and  the  Pefendant  was  ordered 
to  be  chaif^ed  with  the  sum  for  which  he  had  aoM  th« 
stock,  and  with  5  per  cent,  upon  it 

Lastly,  I  would  refer  to  the  case  Palmer  v.  Mitchell^ 
with  a  note  of  which  I  have  been  furnished^  and  which, 

as 

(«)  5  Vet.19A. 


672 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


18S4. 


as  it  was  decided  by  Sir  William  Grants  deserves  great 
attention  as  a  precedent  * 

It 


Rolls. 

1S09. 

Esecuton 
charged  with 
the  profits 
made  by  them 
from  the  em- 
ploymeot  of 
the  testator's 
assets  ia  any 
trade  or 
business  since 
the  testator's 
decease. 


*  The  following  is  the  note  referred  to :  -*- 
PALMER  i;.  MITCHELL. 


This  was  a  suit  for  an  account 
of  the  estates  of  the  testator 
WilUam  Innes,  deceased. 
The  bill  charged,  that  the 
Defendant,  George  Hanhury 
MUchMi  one  of  the  ezeca- 
Sors,  cootinaed  to  carry  on 
the  business  in  which  the  tes- 
tator had  been  engaged,  and 
that  he  had  retained  large 
balances  of  the  testator  in  his 
hands,  which  he  had  invested 
in  that  trade,  or  in  other  mer- 
cantile concerns  or  specula- 
tions. 

Fart  of  the  prayer  was, 
"That  the  Defendant,  George 
H.  Mitchell^  may  be  charged 
with  the  profits  and  advan« 
tages  which  shall  appear  to 
have  been  made  by  him  since 
the  death  of  the  testator,  or 
from  such  time  or  times  as 
the  Court  shall  think  reason- 
able, by  means  or  in  conse- 
qnence  of  his  having  employ- 
ed the  testator's  personal  es- 
tate, or  any  part  thereof,  in 
carrying  on  his  said  trade  or 
business,  or  in  any  other  com- 
mercial or  other  concern." 


The  Defendant,  Mitchell^ 
by  his  answer,  stated  that  he« 
after  the  decease  of  the  tes- 
tator, had  opened  new  books 
of  account,  and  carried  on 
die  trade  on  his  own  separate 
account,  and  with  his  own 
money,  and  with  the  assist- 
ance of  his  friends,  until  he 
entered  into  partnership  with 
James  Cockburn^  since  de- 
'  ceased ;  and  after  the  decease 
of  J4  Cockbum,  he  entered 
into  partnership  with  Hugh 
J.Lifukay  and  Thomas  Fkni' 
ing. 

An  account  was  decreed 
to  be  taken  of  what  bahmces 
were  from  time  to  time  in  Ilia 
hands  of  the  executors,  or 
either  of  them ,-  and  it  was 
declared,  that  they  ought  to 
be  charged  with  the  profits 
and  advantages  made  by  them 
of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
testator,  whilst  the  same  or 
any  part  thereof  was  em* 
ployed  by  them  in  any  trade 
or  business  since  the  testa- 
tor's decease. 

Reg.  Lib.  B.  1809.  fol.  465. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  67S 

It  was  right  that  I  should  advert  to  these  authorities ; 
at  the  same  time  I  am  ready  to  admit  that  my  opinion 
in  the  present  case  is  founded  much  more  upon  prin- 
ciple than  upon  decision.  In  affirming  the  decree  of  his 
Honor)  I  am  sure  that  I  over-rule  nothing  ever  actually 
decided,  and  that  I  only  extend  an  undeniable  prin- 
ciple of  the  Court  to  a  case  where  its  application 
appears  to  be  peculiarly  called  for  by  the  most  pressing 
considerations  both  of  consistency  in  principle  and  ex- 
pediency in  practice. 

That  the  parties  whose  funds  have  been  misapplied 
shoaldy  in  every  case,  have  their  opdan  of  reoeivuig 
either  the  actual  profits  madcj  or  interest  at  4  or' 5  per 
cent  according  to  circumstances,  appears  a  rule  exposed 
to  no  serious  objection ;  and  although  the  Court,  moved 
by  special  circumstances,  may  allow  rests  with  compound 
interest,  yet  this  seems,  generally  qieaking,  much  less 
advisable  tlian  an  account  of  actual  profits^ 

Should  in  any  case  a  serious  difficulty  arise  in  tracing 
and  apportioning  the  profits,  this  may  be  a  reason  for 
preferring  a  fixed  rate  of  interest  in  that  case.  Nor 
can  any  argument  be  raised  upon  the  inconvenience  of 
going  into  the  special  circumstances  in  each  instance; 
for  even  according  to  the  course  paisued  in  the  cases  I 
have  referred  to,  this  kind  of  inquiry  is  indispensable. 
The  authority  of  Lord  Tkurlaw  (who  leant  less  hardly 
against  trustees  than  any  other  judge)  has  laid  it  down 
that  more  than  4  per  cent,  is  never  to  be  charged  with- 
out special  circumstances  proved;  so  that,  at  all  eveots, 
some  inquiry  is  rendered  necessary;  and  this  may  be 
safely  stated,  that  the  last  person  who  can  be  heard  to 
argue  from  the  difficulty  of  tracing  or  apportioning  the 
profits  of  the  misapplied  fund,  is  the  man  whose  breach 

of 
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1894b       of  trnat  has  .earned  the  minqqdicatioD  snd  created  the 
''Z^     difficulty. 

When  did  a  court  df  jostice,  wheliicr  administered 
aooording  to  the  rules  of  equity  or  of  law,  ever  Itsten 
to  a  wrongodoer^s  argument  to  stay  the  arm  of  justice 
grounded  on  the  steps  he  himself  had  successfully  taken 
to  present  his  iniquity  from  being  traced  ?  RaUier  Id 
me  askv  whcB  did  any  wrongMloer  ever  yet  possess  the 
hardihood  to  plead,  in  aid  of  his  escape  from  jusdoe^  the 
extreme  difficulties  he  had  contrived  to  throw  in  the 
way  of  p«rswt  and  detection,  saying,  yon  had  better 
not  BMdoQ  the  attempt,  fiir  you  will  find  I  have  made 
the  seapoh  very  troeblesome  ?  The  answer  is,  ^  the 
Ccttrt  will  try." 

The  judgment  must  be  affirmed ;  bat,  as  this  is  a  case 
of  the  first  imprsssion,  without  costs. 
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ISftS. 


TREVOR  u  TREVOR-  ?S?' 

y^HOMAS  Lord  Hampden^  Under  a  ^ecdement  health  il-bcing  under 
log  date  in  the  ye^r  1768,  was  entitled  fi)f  life  to  tenaot  for  life 

cettain  real  estates,  with  remainder  to  his  first  akid  other  in  nanaindcr, 

Bner  pnor 
sons  in  tail,'  with  remainder  to  his  brother  Jokn^  who  estates  for  life 

afterwards  succeeded  him  as  Lonl  Hampden,  for  life,  ^l'|!j^ 

with  remainder  to  the  first  and  odier  sons  bf  Jdm  in  mainder  to 

tail,  with  other  remainders  which  failed  in  the  lifetime  anVothJsoos 

of  Thomas  Lord  Hampden,  and  an  nltimate  limitatiott  1°  tail,  with 

an  uluinate 
to  the  r^ht  heirs  of  Robert  Lord  IVevor,  whose  reve^*  remainder  in 

sion  in  fee  afterwards  became  vested  In  TkiAMi  Lord  ^^J^IjJ^ 

Hampden.  John,  in  the  lifetime  of  his  brother,  redeemed  became  Tested 

the  land  tax  on  th*  settled  estates,  whi<*  was  doljr  as-  JJu^nt  fwlife, 

signed  to  him  under  the  Land  Taic  Act.    Thomas  Lord  redeemed  the 

Hampden  died  without  issue,  and  by  his  will  devised  thesetded^*^ 

his  remainder  in  fee  in  the  settled  estates  to  his  brother  ?**{?f '^"^"Jf 

John,  who  succeeded  him  in  his  titles  and  became  also  first  tenant  for 

tenant  for  life  of  the  settled  estates,  with  remainder  to  ^^^^  *?<*  ^^^ 

an  assignment 

his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail.     John  Lord  Hamp-  to  himself 

den  made  his  will  on  the  7th  of  September  1824.,  being  j^^j^ 

then  extremely  ill,  and  thereby  devised  the  settled  estate  The  prior 

on  which  he  had  purchased  the  land  tax,  and  died  two  afterwards 

days  afterwards.     The  question  upon  a  petition  pre-  died  without 

11      -«i        m  t  J«-r»«ri  '""^  having 

sented  by  Bobert  Trevor,  the  executor  of  John  Lord  derised  to  A. 

Hampden,  was,  whether  the  benefit  of  the  land  tax  re-  ^!^^^ 

deemed  was  to  be  considered  as  remaining  personal  being  in  a 

estate  of  John  Lord  Hampden,  or  whether  it  belonged  to  aJdlalinano 

John  Lord  Hampden^s  devisee.  issue,  made 

his  will,  and 
devised  the 
Mr.  fee  of  the 

setded  estate, 

without  declaring  any  intention  with  respect  to  the  land  tax  redeemed.    The  land 

tax  at  hii  death  contmue^  to  be  part  of  bis  penoaal  estate. 
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16SS.  Mr.  PemberUm  and  Mr.  HopSf  for  the  petitioner,  ar- 

goed  tliaC  the  land  tax,  redeemed  by  John  Lord  Hamp^ 
dm  whea  he  was  tenant  for  life  in  remainder  of  the 
estates  in  question,  became,  according  to  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  parliament  (a),  part  of  his  personal  estate, 
and-  must  retain  that  character  in  the  absence  of  atny 
'  eicpressed  'intention  on  the  part  of  Lord  Hampden  to  the 
contrary.  WigseU  ▼.  Wig$M  {h)  was  a  case  resembling 
the  prasttit,  and  stronger  than  the  present  in  favour  of 
the  chiim  of  the  petitioner,  inasmuch  as,  there,  Susannah 
WigieUi  the  person  who  paid  off  the  charge,  was  tenant 
in  fail  in  remainder,  expectant  upon  the  death  of  her 
brodi^r  and  ikllure  of  his  issue ;  and  upon  her  becoming 
tenant  in  tail  in  possesion,  and  afterwards  dying  without 
^iasue,  it  was  h^  that  the  charge  continued  to  subsist  as 
part  of  her  personal  estate.  The  general  rule  was,  that 
where  a  person,  having  an  absolute  interest  in  the  estate, 
or  sod)  an  interest  as  he  was  capable  of  rendering  ab- 
solute, paid  off  a  charge  upon  the  estate,  the  charge 
ceased ;  but  where  a  person,  having  only  a  partial 
-kiterest  in  the  estate,  or  an  interest  capable  of  being 
defeated,  paid  off  a  charge,  the  amount  of  the  charge 
subsisted  as  part  of  his  personal  property,  unless  he 
manifested  an  intention  that  it  should  not  do  so. 
Wyndham  r.  The  Earl  of  Egremant  {c\  Drinhmter  v. 
Combe,  {d) 

Mr.  Barber,  for  the  devisee,  contended  that  the 
i]UQstion  as  to  the  merger  of  the  charge  in  the  inherit- 
ance depended  upon  the  intention  of  Lord  Hampden^ 
and  that  intention  must  be  presumed  in  this  Court  ac- 
cording to  the  quantity  of  his  estate  at  the  date  of  his 
witt«    Kfe  was  the  tenant  for  life  in  possession,  and  had 

the 

(a)  4S  G.S.  c.  116.  s.  185.  (c)  Amb.  755. 

(*)  a  iSSm.  4-  Stu.  564.     -  (rf)  s  Sim.  ^  Stu,5A0. 
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the  remainder  in  fee^  subject  only  to  the  poasibBity  of  hia  hSfifi* 
having  issue,  be  being  at  that  time  upwards  of  eighty  years  j  -^-^ 
of  age,  and  in  a  dying  state*    That  possibility  couid.not  >• 

be  taken  into  consideration  in  estimating  the  quantity  vf  ^^^' 
the  testator's  estate,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
question  whether  the  testator  did  or  did  not  intend' that 
the  land  tax  should  merge  in  the  estate  devised*  The 
testator  must,  therefore,  be  considered  in  this  Court, 
for  the  purpose  of  deciding  the  question  of  merg^er,  as 
having  been  actually  seised  of  an  estate  in  fee*  .fai 
jtstley  v.  Milles  (a),  where  this  subject  was  mueb  cqq- 
sidered,  the  rule  was  recognised,  that  the  question  ^t 
merger  must  depend  upon  intention  to  be  evidenced-l^ 
the  acts  of  the  party ;  and  it  was  there  held,  npftn  evi- 
dence of  such  intention,  that  a  tenant  for  Iife»  who. had 
paid  off  charges  upon  the  estate  and  afterwards  puTchn^e^ 
the  reversion,  and  devised  the  estate  subject  to  the  cb^is^Qs, 
did  not  intend  that  the  estate  should  pass  cumpneve*    v> 

Mr.  PembertoTif  in  reply,  observed,  that  the  law^wn^ 
supposed  it  to  be  impossible  that  a  man  should  haveissma^ 
and  that  the  remoteness  of  the  possibility  could  nevc^ 
be  considered  in  that  Court  as  a  ground  for  raiaing  an 
inference  of  intention,  in  the  absence  of  any  other  ci|^ 
cumstance  indicating  the  intention  of  a  testator.  .4$^ 
v.  Milles  did  not  affect  the  general  presumption  as  tp 
the  intention  of  persons  having  a  limited  interest  who 
paid  off  a  charge;  all  that  was  decided  in  that  case  was 
that  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  rebut  the^prer 
sumption. 

TTie  Ma8T£R  of  the  Rolls, 

When  John  Lord  Hampden  took  the  aseigomeni  of 
the  land  tax  to  himself,  that  act  amounted  to  a  declar- 

ation 

(a)  l^tin.298. 

Vol,  II.  Y  y        - 
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ation  of  hi0  iotentioii  ih$t  tbe  bud  tne  fedeemtd  diooM 
be  part  of  his  penooal  estate.  It  codd  not  afterwntie 
sink  into  the  real  estate  without  his  expressed  istenlMio 
to  that  effect,  and  there  is  no  endenoe  of  any  such 
ifliention.  It  contimies,  cherefore»  to  be  part  of  hm 
personal  estate. 


^^^^  ALSTON  p.  WOOD. 

Nov,  SO. 

The  Coiirt  HTWE  till  was  filed  by  the  Rev.  tViaiam  Elstan  and 

foili^MOTtry  trtUiam  Brawn,  executors  of  the   will  of  John 

on  the  court  EnefeTj  against  Scarles  Valentine  Wood^  John  East  Ham^ 

the  lord  l^'a  ^^^^*  ^^^  Sarah  his  wife,  and  Amos  Oxjt,  an  infant.      In 

party  to  the  the  month  of  Naoember  1810,  the  Defendant  John  East 

tent  to  such  Harnblin  contracted  with  Amos  Oxx,  the  father  of  the 

cr*1rt*h'ir  Mifi^"^  Defendant,  for  the  purchase  of  a  certain  copy 

think  fit  to  hold  estate  held  of  the  manor  of  Woodbridge,  for  the 

SJd  TO^n^*  sum  of  TOO/.;  and  being  unable  to  pay  the  whole  of  the 

ing  to  such  purchase  money,  he  at  the  same  time  applied   to  the 

Court  decreed  testator  John  Enefer  for  the  loan  of  the  sum  of  400/, 

thttasur-  upon  the  security  of  tbe  copyhold  property,  and  that 

reocfer  and 

admiBsion  on  Sum  was  accordingly  advanced  by  the  testator.     On  the 

roU^  which  ^^^^  of  November  1810,  Amos  Oxx  the  vendor  executed 

gave  an  in-  a  bond  to  the  Defendant  John  East  Hamblin^  in  the 

^fe'of  a  P^"^^  ^""*  of  800/.,  conditioned  for  the  quiet  enjoyment 

mortgagor  in  and  further  assurance  of  the  copyhold  in  question ;  and 

mortgage,  ^^  \KmA  recited  that  the  said  Amos  Oxx  had,  on  the  same 

jhouW  be  re-  Jay^  surrendered  the  same  copyhold  into  the  hands  of 

The  admis-  the  lord  of  the  manor,  by  his  steward,  to  the  use  of  the 

uons  m  a  Defendant  John  East  Hawblinj  his  heirs  and  assiims  for 

joint  answer  ® 

by  the  hus-  ever. 

band  and  wife 

are  no  evidence  against  the  wifei  such  joint  answer  bdng  considered  as  the  answer 

of  the  husband  alone. 
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^et.  Oil  the  8Aine  SOtik  of  November  )810,  the  De-  I89& 
iJBodiiDt  Jekn  Most  HumWn  wccaltd  a  bond  to  the 
tontator  Jokn  Enefisr  in  th«  like  penal  sum  of  Ma/L»  con* 
dtUoned  for  the  r^aygneot  to  the  testator  of  the  sum  of 
iMU^  and  ihb  bond  epntaiaed  a  recteal  that  the  Befaik 
ant  John  East  Hamblin  and  Sarah  his  wife  had,  on  ihal 
day,  made  a  conditional  surrender  of  the  copyhold,  to 
the  only  proper  use  of  the  testator  Join  Enrfer^  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  as  a  security  Ibr  the  said  sum  of  400^ 
At  the  time  of  filing  the  bill,  the  steward  of  the  manor 
was  dead;  and  it  appeared  by  an  entry  made  in  the 
steward's  minute  book,  in  his  handwriting,  bearing  date 
the  same  SDth  of  Nooembery  that  Amo^  Oxx  bad  pn.tl^pl^ 
day  surrendered  the  copyhold  to  the  use  of  the  Defend-, 
ant  John  East  Hamblin^  his  heir^  and  assigns ;  but  tha^ 
4uch  entry  had  been  subsequently  altered  in  the  hand- 
writing of  the  solicitor  of  the  Defendant  John  Easf 
Hamblinj  and  by  such  alteration  the  surrender  was  stated 
to  have  been  made  to  the  use  of  the  Defendi^t  John 
East  Hamblin  and  his  wife,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  and 
the  heirs  of  such  survivor.  The  actual  entry  in  the 
court  rolls  of  the  manor  was  according  to  such  altered 
minute,  and  the  Defendant  John  East  HamUiu  and  his 
wife  appeared  to  have  been  thereupon  admitted. 

The  conditional  surrender  in  the  court  rolls  to  the 
testator  John  Entfei\  made  by  the  Defendant  John  East 
Hamblin  and  his  wife,  upon  her  separate  examination, 
was  dated  on  the  same  30th  of  Novemba-y  and  the  tes- 
tator was  thereupon  admitted. 

By  the  custom  of  the  manor  of  WoodbridgCy  the  widow 
of  a  copyhold  tenant  was  entitled  to  free-bench ;  but 
such  free-bench  was  barrable  by  the  act  of  the  widow 
joining  with  her  husband  in  the  surrender  of  the  copy- 
hold. 

Y  y  2  The 
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tm.  The  faiU  duugtd  that  theaherad  eiUfy  m  die  wimAm 

Rjt^      ^''^^  of  the  slewHraU  and  the  actaal  Mtfy  en  the  ooivt 

«.  rolls  to  the  use  of  the  Defendant  and  Us  wiir^  and  the  auiv 

^^^*       vivor  and  the  heirs  of  the  survivor,  was  a  fraud  upon  the 

testator  JShgfir-;  and  pnjred  diat  such  aoiiT  oa  the  eourt 

folks  aiigbt  be.refenaedy  and  eonverted  iato  a  surnndar 

to  the  use  of  the  Defendant  Joim  EntHmMint  and  hit 

heirs  and  assigns* 

'  Upon  th^  opening  of  the  Plainttff^s  cas^  the  Master 
of  the  Rolfs  inquired  whether  the  lord  of  dMe  manor 
Wife  a  iMffty  to  the  suit;  and  it  appearing  that  the  loiM 
^aa  not  a  party,  he  stated  that  the  cause  eooM  not  pi^ 
eeed  unless  counsel  were  instructed  to  appear  for  tKe 
lord,  and  to  consent  to  each  order  as  the  Graft  should 
thitik  fit  to  direct,  the  lord  being  interested' in  the  iii<- 
t^oduction  of  h  new  tenant  upon  the  court  rolL 

'  €ottnsel  wenfr  afterwards  instructed  to  at)pear  for  the 
lord,  and  to  consent  to  any  order  which  should'be  mad^ 
by  the  Court.  ^The  Defendant  John  East  HambUn 
and  his  wife  put  in  a  joint  answer  to  the  bill,  and 
admitted  fnany  of  Uia  facts  stated  in  die  bitt. 


^  Mr.  TimK^  for  the  Plaintiflb^  relied  upon  the  i 
iakniB  in  the  joint  answer  of  tho  husband  and  wifo;  and 
'he^^dMl  Bnrndv.  jBrvnd  (a)  a&  an  authority  toahew  that 
an  erroneous*  entry  on  the  court  roll  of  a.  manor  had 
been  vacated  by  the  Court,  and  reformed. 

Mr.  Bacon^  for  the  husband  and  wife,  said  the  wife^ 
by  her  answer,  claimed  such  interest  as  she  might  be 
entided  to ;  and  he  submitted  to  the  Court  how  far  her 

admissions 

(a)  Finch,  954. 
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admimoiM  in  the  joint  answer,  wMeh  mutt  be  Udcen  to  l"^* 

be  the  answer  of  die  hiisband^  ooold  be  cecetved  aa  St<w/ 

€9ideiioe  to  aiirat  ber  internet  > 


Mr.  TVfliegr  CMtended  that  tlm  Court  woald  \xot  attow 
the  wifejto  take  adfaatage  nf  aa  intarett  giwn  to  bet'bj 
tfaelfnHKlof.facriiaabaiNL       .  - -^  ^■ 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  such  admissions 
^mM.ti^t  be  areeeired.  agitiist  the  wifje^iba  jfikiy^tfiec 
pf  biisbaAd  and.  wife  being  faMc^re4  a^  tbe  answer  pf 
tbe.hurijaod  alone;  but  iipoa  the  whole  evtcl^Bji^  m,Ui# 
oaiiae.beKg  read^  his  Honor  deolaredi  tbali  the  f»Mry^ 
the  eourt  jroUa  which,  ^gave  the  interest:  to- hiaiYiie|«i4 
10  h^.beir^  if  she  itirvivedf  waa  a  fraud  iip4?i\  .th^ 
4estaAQP  J^hi^Snffirg  and  be.  deer^^  th^t  the  fatQr 
upon  the v^ourt rolls.  shwM  i^.reforioe^  m^9^iw^^ 
the  prayer  of  the  bill,  and  that  the  wife  could  be 
uemitled  to.  1)0  intoreit  arising  .fi»Qi  the  ^mdi  oC  her 
4iii#bapd.  .      ,  ,: 


.  Declare  t^t  the.  surrender  .to  J^jad/m.  and  bis.  wife, 
and  the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  of  such  survivor, 
-was  frfoiduknt  aa  against  the  mortgagee ;  and^  thd^Iord 
oQDsentiag,  lel'the  aurrendee  and  admission  be- akeaed 
^GoafbrmaUy  to  the  actual  agreement  betnreen  iUrnUih 
and  the  Mortgagee* 


¥K<w- 
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HotM.  HULME  rL  HULME. 

Hcv.  17»  18. 

Where  by  the  Y^N  tbe  26tii  of  Jbfy  ISlO,  u«Mn  of  settleiseiil,  in 
tfement  it        ^"^  contemplation  of  an  inteNded  maiTiage  faatween 

appears  to  be  James  Hulme  and  JEff^it  Dockseu^  were  executed  for  cod- 

the  intentioR 

of  the  parties   Tcying  and  assigning  in  tivtft  to  TftoMilff  Sitgffbrd  and 

should  aTall  •^^*'*  Braithwaite  certain  real  e&Utes,  as  soon  as  EUm 

times  be  two  Docksey  siiotiki  attbin  the  age  of  twentynonc^  logetber  with 

prop^  ^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^"  money,  to  tbe  use  of  the  intended  wife 

prised  in  the  fer  Me^  remainder  to  the  intended   biMband  fer  life^ 

the  appobt-  ^mainder  to  the  children  of  the  marriage,  with  an  oki* 

inent  of  a        ma^  limitation  to  the  intended  wife  in  fee,  Tbemarria«^ 

single  trustee 

in  the  place     Was  shortly  afker  solemnized.     The  ^ife  sfttamed  her  age 

i^t^^Sf  ^^  twenty-one  in  Naoember  181S,  when  the  articles  were 
the  transfer  carried  into  execution  by  indentures  of  settlement^  dated 
t^e  tnist  pro-  ^^^  ^d  and  3d  oi  November  in  that  year.  On  the  same 
pcrtv  to  such  34i  day  ^f  November  an  appointment,  which  was  prepared 
IS  a  breach  of  by  the  same  solicitor  who  prepared  the  settlement,  was 
SriMd  ii!L*^  executed  by  the  husband  and  wife,  by  whidi  PoweU^  one 
tees  are  of  the  Defendants,  who  was  a  private  soilor,  was  named 

l^jSl^^j.  «»  a  single  trustee  in  the  place  of  iSfff^r^f  and  JBniiMiDacfe, 
who  were  alleged  to  be  desirous  of  being  discharged  from 
the  trust;  and  the  5002.  having  been  invested  in  the  pur- 
chase of  three  per  cent,  consolidated  annuities,  the  stock 
was  transferred  by  Stafford  and  Braiikwaite  to  the  new- 
appointed  single  trustee,  and  by  him  immediately  sold  out 
and  handed  over  to  the  husband,  who  shortly  afterwards 
became  bankrupt. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  children  of  the  marriage 
against  the  new  trustee,  and  against  Stafford^  praying 
a  retransfer  of  the  stock  which  had  been  so  trans- 
ferred to  the  husband.    Braitkwaite^  the  other  trustee, 

died 
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died  insolvent,  and  his  representatiTes  were  not  made  MS9* 
parties  to  the  suit.  It  appeared,  upon  reference  to  the  u  '*' 
terms  of  the  settlement,  that  it  was  the  clear  intention  of  «. 

the  parties  that  there  should  in  all  times  be  two  trustees      ^^H^"- 
of  the  property  comprised  in  the  settlement ;  and  it  was 
admitted  by  the  counsel  for  the  Defendant  SUggi^timt 
this  was  the  effect  of  the  settlement. 

Mr.  Tm;,  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Wak^kld^  for  the  D^endant  Stqffbrd. 

•  .  .  .J 

Mr.  Bickentetkt  Mr.  PembertoHj  Mr.  Tinney^  Mr«  L.  \ 

LtnmdeSf  and  Mr.  Cooify  for  other  parties.  ;^ 

The  TAABTERqf  the  Rous.  .     i 

The  decree  must  be,  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill, 
against  the  new  trustee  and  the  Defendant  Stqffbrd.  The 

concurrence  in  the  appointment  of  a  single  trustee,  with  - i 

the  transfer  of  the  stock  by  Stafford  and  Braitkwaife  to 
such  single  trustee,  was  a  plain  breach  of  trust  on  their 
part,  and  made  them  responsible  for  the  stock  so  trans- 
ferred. This  being  the  case,  it  is  unnecessary  to  direct 
those  inquiries  for  the  examination  of  the  solicitor  who 
prepared  the  settlement  and  new  appointment  of  trustees, 
which  would  otherwise  have  been  necessary  in  order  to 
discover  who  were  the  parties  and  privies  to  the  fraud 
thus  committed. 


Yy4 
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Rotu.  WEST  V.  SHUTTLEWORTH. 

Feb,  S8. 
Afarch  S 

April  16.      J^ARGARET  TOfVNSEND,  by  ber  will  dated  the 

A  totetriz  di-  25th  of  January  1814,  after  giving  certain  pecu- 

sums  to  be       niary  legacies,  disposed  of  the  residue  of  her  propj^rtj  as 

£Ln  cl?°  follows :  —  "  As  to  all  the  rest  of  my  estates  and  effects, 

tholic  priesto     I  give  and  bequeath  the  same  to  Sir  Heury  Lawm  of 

desiring'that     -^rotgA,  in  the  county  of  York  BarU,  and  Simon  Scroape 

they  might  be  of  Danlnj  in  the  same  county,  Esq^  their  executors  and 

paid  as  soon         .  •  .  *  •        . « 

as  possible       administrators ;  and  I  appoint  John  Carr  of  Belle  Vne 

i^l^Z^t^he  ^^^^>  Mr!  John  Shuttleworth  of  Cannon  Hall  near 
might  have       Sheffield^  and  Mr.  John  Fumiss  of  Sh^ffield^  joiqt  exe- 

their  prayers  ^"^®^®  ^^  ^^^^  ^1  ^^^^'^  ""^  hereby  revoking  all  former 

and  masses;  wills  by  me  made,  I  declare  this  only  to  be  my  last 

the  residue  of  ^^'^  ^^^  testament*    In  witness  whereof  I  hare  hereunto 

her  property  get  my  hand  and  seal,  this  20th  day  of  January  1814. — 

upon  trust,' to    Margaret  Tatxmsend.^ 
pay  10/.  each   ' 
to  the  minis- 
ters of  certain  '     On  the  same  day  she  wrote  and  signed  the  following 

roan* Catholic  testamentary  paper:  —  "Omitted  in  my  will,  chapels 

chapels,  for  and  priests.     To  the  chapel  of  St.  George*s  Fields^  Lon- 

their  prayers  ^^  Road,  10/, ;  St.  Patrick's  chapel,  Sulton  Street ,  lOt.; 

for  the  repose  Lichfield  chapel^  10/.;  the  Reverend  Rowland  Broom- 

and  that  of  head,  Manchester,  5l ;  the  Reverend  Mr.  Gabb,  Work-- 

husbln^Hnd  *^^  ^^  U;    the  Reverend    Mr.  Duchem,   11.  Is.;  the 

to  appropriate  Right  Reverend  Mr.  Smith,  Durham,  IL  Is.;  the  Ke- 

Swchway*'  verend  Joseph    Tristram,    U.  Is.;   the   Reverend  John 

as  thev  might  Tristram,  IL  Is.  Whatever  1  have  left  to  priests  <» 
judge  best  cal-      ^  -  i        i 

culatedto  chapels,, 

promote  the 

knowledge  of  the  Catholic  Christian  religion  among  the  poor  and  ignorant  iahriiit- 
ants  of  Swale  Date  and  Wetuton  Dale:  Held,  that  the  gifts  to  priests* gnd  chapelai 
were  void,  and  that  the  next  of  kin  was  entitled  to  the  lienefit  of  the  Failure,  but 
that  the  gift  of  the  raiidiie  was  valid  within  the  2  &  s  IT.  4.  c.  1 15. 
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chapels,  it  is  my  wish  and  desire  the  sums  may  be  paid 
as  soon  as  possible,  that  I  may  have  the  benefit  of  their 
prayers  and  masses.  It  is  my  desire  that  my  vestments 
and  whatever  belongs  to  my  chapel  may  be  divided  be- 
twixt Mr.  Smith  of  Bolster  Stone^  Mr.  Broomhead  of 


lasj. 


Stanningtan,  and  Mr.  Gillett  of  Rotherham.- 
Januaty' 1S14/' 


-25th  of 


A. 


\K 


The  t'estiitWk,  on  the  same  day  on  which  her  wiH  ' 
was  dated,  addressed  a  letter  to  Sir  John  Lawson  and 
Simon  Scroop,  £sq.,    which  letter  was  after  her  death  ^ 
found  inclosed  in  her-  will,  and  was  in  the  following 
wdrds:  —  **  Gentlemen,  I  have  herewith  sent  a  dupli- 
cate of  my  wilt,  whereby  you  will  perceive  that  I  have  ' 
taken  the  liberty  of  bequeathing  the  residue  of  my  pro^ 
perty  to  yon,  in  confidence  that  you  will  appropriate  the 
same  ih  the  manner  modt  consonant  to  my  wishes,  which  ^ 
are  as  follows ;  namely,  that  the  sum' of' 10/.  eadh  be  ' 
given  to  the  ministers  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Chapels  at 
Greenwich^  St  George's  in  the  Fields,  Sutton  Street,  Soho 
Square,  and  York,  for  the  benefit  of  their  prayers  for  the 
repose  of  my  soul,  and  that  of  my  deceased  husband 
George  Tcrtmisend,  and  that  the  remainder  be  appropri- 
ated by  yoif'  in  such  way  as  you  may  judge  bisst  calcu- 
lated to  promote  the  knowledge  of  the  Catholic  Christian'  ' 
religion  among  the  poor  and  ignorant   inhabitants '  of 
Swate  Dale  and  Wenston  Dale,  in  the  county  of  iTdri. — 
I  have  the  honour  to  subscribe  myself,  gentlemen,' your  ' 
very   obedient  servant,  Margaret   Townsend,   Sheffield^  ' 
Eyre  Street,  2&i\i  of  January  isUr  '*    '^ 

iTie  testatrix  died  in'  February  1815,  and  h^V  will,  * 
together  with  the  first  testamentary  paper  above  stated, 
was  shortly  afterwards  proved  by  the  executors  named 
therein ;  but  the  letter  addressed  to  the  trustees  was  not 
proved  as  a  testamentary  paper  until  1834^  after  the  ori*? 

ginal 
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ginal  hei^ruig  of  the  cause.  Tbe  bill  was  iled  hf  A^€ 
We9h  ^  re^uary  l^[atee  and  perBonal  represeotativeof 
llie  sole  ne^t  of  kin  of  the  testatrix,  agaipst  the  auryir- 
ing  eseoBtor,  the  represeDtatives  of  the  tnisteef,  and 
the  Attorney-General.  The  bill  chai||;!ed  that  the  unad- 
minislered  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix,  in  the  hands 
of  the  executors,  arose  firom  monies  due  upon  real  se- 
curities to  the  testatrix  at  the  time  of  her  decease,  and 
the  plaintiff  claimed  ^  be  entitled  thereto  by  virtue  of 
the  statute  of  9  G.  2.  e.  SQ. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  cauae  it  was,  among  other  thinyr, 
reGirred  to  the  Master  to  inqnure  what  proportion  of 
the  residue  of  the  testator's  personal  estate  oonsisted  of 
puis  personally,  and  what  proportion  of  peisopal  estate 
arising  from  mortgages,  or  otherwise  connecter!  with 
realty ;  and  the  Master  by  his  report  found,  that  out  of 
2913/.  16<.  *ld.  S  per  cent  consols,  the  residue  of  the 
testator's  general  personal  estate,  the  sum  of  24791*  ISf. 
like  annuities,  arose  from  personal  estate  connected  with 
realty,  and  that  the  remaining  sum  of  434/.  Ss.  Id.  d  per 
cent  consols  arose  from  pure  personal  estate. 

Mr.  Biciersteth  and  Mr.  Bethelly  for  the  Plaintiff. 

If  the  legacies  given  by  this  testatrix  are  void,  and  there 
is,  moreover,  no  indication  of  any  charitable  purpose  on 
the  part  of  the  testatrix,  they  will  fail  altogether,  and 
the  next  of  kin  will  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
&tlure.  The  gifts  to  priests  and  chapels  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  prayers  and  masses  for  the  repose  of  the  soul 
of  the  testatrix,  and  the  soul  of  her  deceased  husband, 
are  gifts  to  a  superstitious  use,  and  consequently 
void,  either  by  virtue  of  the  statute  of  1  Edw.  6.  c.  14.; 
or,  if  not  falling  within  the  superstitious  uses  expressly 
mentioned  in  the  statute,  void  as  ngainst  the  policy  of 

tlie 
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the  law.  There  is  no  purpose  of  diaritj  iiwlieated  by 
these  gifts;  no  benefit  was  intended  to  be  conferred  by 
the  testatrix  upon  the  priests ;  her  own  benefit,  and  that 
of  her  deceased  husband,  were  the  only  objects  which 
she  contemplated ;  and  as  the  law  will  not  give  efiect  to 
a  superstitious  use,  the  next  of  kin  are  as  much  entitled 
to  tiie  benefit  of  the  failure  as  if  she  had  expressAy 
devoted  a  part  of  her  real  estate  to  a  charitable  purpose. 
The  gift  of  the  residue  to  be  applied  in  such  manner 
as  may  best  promote  the  knowledge  of  the  Otkthciic 
Christian  religion  among  the  poor  and  ignorant  inhabit*- 
ants  of  Swale  Dale  and  Wensian  Dak^  being  a  gift  for 
the  purpose  of  propagating  a  religion  other  than  that 
of  the  state,  Is  eqnaHy  void,  as  contrary  to  the  policy 
-cf  the  law :  Cary  v.  Abbot  (a),  De  Casta^r.  De  Pax  (*), 
Moggridge  T.  Thaekweil  (e),  De  Bonneval  v«  De  TA«n- 
mines  (rf),  AU&imey^GenercA  v.  Power,  {e) 


Mr.  Lynch  and  Mr.  Purvis,  for  the  personal  represen- 
tative of  "Sir  H.  Lawson. 

The  gifts  to  chapels  and  priests,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
prayers  and  masses  which  the  testatrix  desired  to  be 
said  for  the  repose  of  her  soul,  are  in  the  .nature  of 
rewards  for  services  to  be  performed,  and  there  is  no 
ground  for  supposing  that  the  testatrix  desired  such 
prayers  and  masses  to  be  said  in  perpetuity;  on  the 
contrary,  the  small  amount  of  the  sums  given,  and  the 
direction  for  the  immediate  payment  of  those  sums, 
are  inconsistent  with  that  supposition.  The  trust, 
therefore,  so  far  as  it  respects  those  gifts,  is  neither  void 
by  the  statute  of  superstitious  uses,  as  it  is  called  (; ), 

Qor 


(a)  7  ret.490. 

{&)  Am6.2QS.  2SwaniAB7.n, 

{c]  7  r##.ss. 


{d)  SRuss,SBS. 

(e)  1  BsU.  cj-  Beatt.  145, 

Ig)  iBdw.B.  e.U. 
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]$36*  ^  Bdr  by  reuon  of  its  being  cootrtfy  to  the  poliflj  of  the 
bw;  There  is,  in  fiict,  no  statute,  as  has  been  ohserted 
bf  Sir  VKtUam  Qrmi^  making  sapcntilkms  uses  md 
genemily,  dM  statnte  of  JEJAd»6.  relating  only  to  supec^ 
stitions  uses  of  a  fmrticalar  description  then  eaisttf^: 
Cmy  V.  Jbbot.  (« )  And  eren  if  the  gift  conld  be  shewn 
to'fiili  within  tbedaas  of  uses  declared  or  reoogpused  by 
dM»  statute  of  Edw.€.  as  superstitioue^.  that  stataie 
woaid  hareno  application,  as  the  corniest  here  is  only 
fdr;per80lmt  estate;  and  the  fifth  and  ekth  sections  of 
the  sMnte,  which  tssC  in  the  Csown  gifts  for  the  mm9u 
tenanoerof  obits  and  other  like  things,  apply  oMy  ^ 
vealestatei 

With  respect  <to  the  gift  of  the  residoe,  whioh  is  to  be 
appropriated  in  such  way  as  the  trustees  may  judge  best 
odoubied  to  ptomote  the  knowledgf  of  tbe  Catholic 
GhriBtfan  refigion  among  the  poor  isfaabttanis  of  (he 
i»rtioular  districts  meodoned,  that  might  have  been 
hekl  to  be  moid,  as  contva*y  to  the  policy  of  the  lair 
previously  to  the  paasing  of  the  late  acU  fin*  the  relief  of 
his  Majesty's  itoman  Catholic  subjects,  but  it  is  tto«  m 
))erfeody  tatid  bequest;  By  the  SI  6.S.  r.  82.  relief 
wasal&rded,  uponcenain  coodidon%  against  *  the  ^fereae 
bnactmenta  relating  to  Popish  reeusants  passed  in  the 
ragDB  of  ^Bliatabeth  and  Jades  i  but  that  act,  neverthch 
less^  oontainbd  a  pmvision  {i%  that  all  dispositions  of 
IMfopevty  before  deemed  to  be  superstitious  or  unUwfal 
sfaouid  condnue  ^;  and  it  was  upon  that  ground,  that 
in  Oofjr  ▼«  Abba  (d),  Sir  mUiam  Grant  held  a  bequest 
Hsr  the  purpose  of  educating  and  bringing  up  poor 
diiUren  in  the  Roman  Cadidlic  faith  to  be'  void,  as  con- 
trary to  the  policy  of  the  law.  Whether  that  decision 
'  "    •     *     •  .was 

(fl)  7  Fei.  496.  (i)  s.  17.  (c)  7  Vcs.  490. 
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WM  or  mw  fiot  foatided  dpoB  too  narrohnr  a  viev  of  the  I^S^ 
remedkl  purpose  and  effect  of  the  31  G«  3.  £w  312.  it-  tl 
DOW  unmcesBary  to  amsidsr ;  for  the  late  aet  ai  bia-pre* 
sent  MjBJestj  has  put  beyond  «I1  qaealba  ibe  VElIditgr  tS 
heqtMtSi  the  object  of  which  is  to  promote  the  eduoa«« 
tioti  of  Kbman  Catholics,  and  their  Instme^niii  the 
tenets  of  the  Roman  Catholic  rel^^iM.  The  Gatiiolic 
Belief  Aet  (LO  Q.  4.  c.  7.)  left  it  stili  open  txksoaua 
doubt  how  far  his  Majesty's  Roman  Gatholic  suljeota 
were  reKeired  froai  disidMlities  in  respect  of  their  rigbl 
of  holding  property  given  &r  the  purposss  ^f^edncatkm 
and  religious  instruction;  and  that. doubt  waft  removed 
by  the  2  &  3  W.  4.  c,  ]  15.,  which  places  RomaaGathoi^ 
lies  upon  exactly  the  same  footing  as  Protestant  dis- 
senters, In  respect  to  tbdr  schools^  places,  for  rdi^us 
worship,  education,  and  eharitaUe  porposev  m  Qrpfi 
Briiaifh  and  the  prbj^erty  hM  therewkb»  aad  iberpecv^ 
sons  employed  m  and  about  the  same.  That  act  has 
been  held  by  Lord  JBrotq^am,  m  the  reeent- caae  /of 
Avz£bJSbztD  V.  IhAer  (d),  to  iieretrospeetiye;  and  sueil 
being  the  state  of  the  law,  tbiicMi]^  qttestion  now  is| 
whether  sueb  a  trust  as  is  raised  by  liis  JtestiBtrix  id 
behalf  of  Romah .  Catholics^  and  for  the  pufpose*  «f 
ghrlng  iiistruotion  in  the  tenets  of  the  Rofiiati  Oatheiit 
religion,  wo^id  be  a  valid  trust  if  raised  in  b^alf  of 
Protestant  dissenters,  and  wjtb.a  vilw.  to  religions 
instruction  in  the  particular  doctrines  held  by^Pn^testaol; 
^ssemers,  oil  any  elass:  of:  ibeoi*  Wbalewelr  .the  laxf 
ttiay  be  as  appiiisd.to  Protestant  dissestOTiS  in  re^MOt  ^ 
tbei^  education  and  religious- woeshrp^  ^mcb.  i»  fiow^tbe 
kw  to  jbe  applied  to  Romim  Calbolies.  la  ^tbe  AUarrmfh 
HeMral  v*  Pearson,  Lord  £Ufw.says,  '^It  is  deady 
settled  tbat»  if  a  fund/  real  or  persoaa)^  be  givto  in  such 
«  way  that  the  purpose  be  clearly  expressed  to  be  that 

of 
(a)  p.  8S1.  suprh. 
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lS9$f  of  maintaining  a  society  of  Protestant  dissenters,  pio- 
moting  no  doctrines  contrary  to  law,  although  such  as 
may  be  at  variance  with  the  doctrines  of  the  established 
religion,  it  is  then  the  duty  of  this  Court  to  cariy  snch  a 
trust  as  that  into  execution."  (a)  Now  the  doctrines  of 
the  Roman  Catholic  church,  although  at  variance  with 
the  doctrines  of  the  established  church,  are  no  more 
contrary  to  law  than  the  doctrines  of  any  class  of  Pro- 
testant dissenters;  they  are  now  placed  by  law  on 
precisely  the  same  footing;  and^  if  a  bequest  for  pro- 
rooting  instruction  in  the  one  be  valid,  such  a  bequest 
must  be  equally  valid  witli  respect  to  the  other. 

Mr*  IVrcoft  for  the  Attorney-General,  disclaimed  any 
disposition  to  narrow  the  construction  to  be  fairly  put 
upon  the  2  &  5  JV.  4.  c.  115.;  but  he  submitted  tbat^ 
looking  to  the  preamble  of  that  act,  and  to  its  object, 
which  was  to  remove  doubts  as  to  the  right  of  Roman 
Catholic^  to  acquire  and  hold  property  necessary  for  reli- 
gious worship^  education,  and  charitable  purposes,  it 
could  never  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  in 
carrying  into  effect  that  limited  purpose,  to  change  the 
whole  policy  of  the  law  as  it  applied  to  doctrines  other 
than  those  of  the  established  church,  and  to  sanction  die 
unlimited  propagation  of  the  Roman  Catholic  religion. 
A.gift  for  the  purpose  of  propagating  the  Jewish  or  any 
other  religion  contrary  to  that  of  the  established  church 
was  illegal ;  but  such  a  gift  indicated  a  charitable  purpose, 
which  the  Crown  was  entitled  to  carry  into  effect  by 
applying  the  bequest,  under  the  sign  manual,  to  some 
lawfid  otgect:  De  Costa  v.  De  Paz.  {b) 

Mr.  Parker^  for  the  surviving  executors. 

Mr. 
(a)  5  Mer.  409.  {b)  Ambl.  228.    2  Swatut  487.  n. 
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Mr.  BkkersMk,  in  reply.  ^  185S. 

The  gifts  to  the  ministers  oF  the  Catholic  chapels  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  prayers  and  masses  for  the  re- 
pose of  the  testatrix's  soul  cannot  be  considered  as  gifts 
for  the  performance  of  a  temporary  service;  for  it  was 
clearly  the  intention  of  the  testatrix  that  such  prayers 
and  masses  should  be  continued  for  an  indefinite  period, 
or  at  any  rate  for  as  long  a  period  as  her  soul  might  con- 
tinue in  purgatory.  It  is  obvious  that  no  personal 
benefit  was  intended  to  the  ministers ;  it  is  a  gift  for  a 
purpose  in  its  nature  superstitious,  and  void,  therefore, 
as  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law,  independently  of 
the  statute  of  Edw.  6. 

With  respect  to  the  gift  of  the  residue,  it  is  not  dis- 
puted that  by  the  Catholic  Christian  religion,  the  know- 
ledge of  which  is  to  be  promoted  among  the  poor  and 
ignorant  inhabitants  of  Swale  Dale  and  Wenston  Dale,  the 
testatrix  meant  the  Roman  Catholic  religion.  *^  To  pro- 
mote the  knowledge  of  the  Roman  Catholic  religion'* 
might  niean  to  promote  the  knowledge  of  the  errors  of 
that  religion,  and  thereby  to  confirm  and  establish  in  a 
purer  faith  the  persons  among  whom  such  knowledge 
was  disseminated ;  and,  if  that  construction  could  be  put 
upon  the  words,  the  bequest  might  well  be  carried  into 
effect  by  instructing  the  poor  and  ignorant  inhabitants  of 
Swale  Dale  and  Wenston  Dale  in  the  Protestant  religion. 
But  this  was  manifestly  not  the  object  of  a  testatrix  pro- 
fessing the  Roman  Catholic  religion,  and  it  cannot  be 
denied  that  her  object  was  to  induce  persons  who  pre- 
viously did  not  believe  in  the  Roman  Catholic  religion 
to  become  converts  to  it  — to  make  proselytes — and  to 
promote  the  spread  of  the  Roman  Catholic  religion  at 
the  expense  of  congregations  professing  other  modes  of 
belief.     If,  then,  it  was  the  intention  of  the  testatrix 

to 
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18S5.  to  make  proselytes,  this  is  a  trust  which  cannot  be 
carried  into  execution  by  this  Court;  for  if  it  were 
capable  of  being  so  carried  into  execution,  what  would 
be  the  consequence?  The  Court  must  refer  it  to  the 
Master  to  approve  of  a  scheme  whereby  the  Roman 
Catholic  religion  may  be  promoted  in  the  most  effectual 
manner.  It  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  legislature,  in 
passing  the  late  act,  could  never  have  intended  to  sanc- 
tion such  a  consequence  as  this.  It  is  said  that  the  2  & 
3  FT.  4.  c.  1  ]  5.  is  declaratory  of  the  intentions  of  the  legis- 
lature, which  were  not,  in  this  respect,  declared  with  suffi- 
cient explicitness  in  the  Catholic  Relief  Act,  and  that  the 
act  of  fV.  4.  places  Roman  Catholics  and  Protestant  dis- 
senters exactly  upon  the  same  footing  in  respect  of  their 
schools  and  places  of  religious  worship,  education,  and 
charitable  purposes.  No  one  who  rightly  appreciates  the 
late  salutary  enactments  for  the  relief  of  his  Majesty's  Ro- 
man Catholic  subjects  can  desire  to  narrow  their  just  con- 
struction ;  but  it  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  by  the  late 
act  Roman  Catholics  are  to  be  "  subject  to  the  same  laws 
as  the  Protestant  dissenters  are  subject  to  in  England  in 
respect  to  their  schools  and  places  for  religious  worship, 
education,  and  charitable  purposes,  and  not  Jurtker  or 
otherwise"  If,  therefore,  this  testatrix  had  left  her  pro- 
perty for  the  benefit  of  persons  professing  the  Roman 
Catholic  religion,  or  if  she  had  left  it  for  the  purpose  of 
maintaining  a  Roman  Catholic  church  or  school,  such  a 
bequest  would  have  been  a  good  charitable  legacy.  But 
it  is  a  totally  diflerent  thing  to  leave  a  provbion  for  the 
purpose  of  making  proselytes;  and  such  a  bequest  would 
be  equally  unlawful  whether  the  religion  to  which  prose- 
lytes were  sought  to  be  made  were  the  Roman  Catholic, 
the  Jewish,  the  Presbyterian,  or  any  other  religion  dif- 
ferent from  that  of  the  established  church.  All  the 
authorities  support  this  view  of  the  subject. 

In 
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In  De  Costa  v.  De  Paz  {a\  Lord  Hardmicke  decided  16d^. 
that  a  bequest  for  the  maintenance  of  a  Jesiba  or  as- 
sembly for  daily  reading  the  Jewish  law,  and  for  ad- 
vancing or  propagating  the  Jewish  religion,  was  unlawful, 
^'  the  intent  of  the  bequest  being  in  contradiction  lo  the 
jCbristian  rellgipn,  which  is  a  part  of  the  law  of  the  land, 
which  is  so  laid  down  by  Lord  Hale  and  Lord  Bw/monds 
and  undoubtedly  is  so,  for  the  constitution  and  policy 
of  this  nation  is  founded  thereon."  Lord  Hardwicke  at 
iSrst  doubted  whether  the  next  of  kin  were  not  entitled 
to  the  void  bequest,  but  he  afterwards  decided  that  the 
donation  was.  a  charitable  use,  and  that  the  power  of 
appointing  to  what  lawful  charitable  purpose  the  bequest 
should  be  applied  devolved  upon  the  crown »  It  is  to  be 
observed)  howev€;r,  that  Lord  Eldon  in  commenting  upon 
tjhis  caoe  in  Moggridge  v.  Thackwell^  does  not  concur 
with  Lord  Ifardmcke  in  Qonsidering  the  bequest  a  cha« 
ritable  use;  .for. he  says^  he  should  not. have  discovered 
tjbat  it  was  a  ^ai^taUe  bequest  in  the  intention  of  the 
testator,  {p)  No:one  can  doubt  that  the  same  principle 
would  be  eqpally  appUcable  to  %  trust  for  promoting  and 
propagating  .the  particular  doctrines  .of  Unitarian  disseo« 
ters,  or  of  the  Presbyterian  church,  or  any  nKxie  of  religious 
belief  or  wprship  differing  from  the  established  religion^ 
because,  if  such  a.  trust  could  be  .executed  and  adminisii 
lered  by  thi^t.Cour^  it  would  follow  that  the  Court  must 
direct  the.  Master  to  approve  of  a  scheme  for  promotbg 
the  spread  of  Unitarian  or  Pnesbyterian. doctrines,  or 
whatever  mode  of  religious  belief  it  might  be  the  otgect 
of  the  trust  to  advance  and  propagate.  The  bequest  then 
being 'for  a  purpose  which  is  contrary  to  the  poli^  €if 
the.  law,  and.no  charitable  purpose  being  indicated,  fiuis 

altogether, 

(fl)  AiM,  238. ;  and  se6  2  Swans.  487.,  'where  a  more  accurate  report 
of  that  case  is  giYeo  from  Mr.  Cax^i  MSS. 
(A)  7  F«.8l. 
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1835.        altogether,  and  the  next  of  kin  will  be  entitled  to  the 
residuary  estate  of  the  testatrix. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls.* 
^  The  testatrix  in  this  case,  after  giving  several  l^^ades;, 

some  of  whidi  were  for  charitable  purposes,  as  to  the 
residue  of  her  estate  and  effects,  bequeathed  the  aanie 
to  Sir  Henry  Lawson  and  Simon  Scryoap,  and  she  ap- 
pointed John  CarTf  John  ShuttUworthy  and  John  Fmrmm 
her  executors.  There  is  then  a  paper  entitled  '*  Omitted 
in  my  will,  chapels  and  priests.  To  the  chapel  of&L 
Georges  Fields^  London  Soady  10/.;  to  St.  Patricks 
chapel  Sutton  Street^  10/./  to  Litchfield  chapel  102." 
Several  small  legacies  are  then  eoumerated  to  sevend 
clergymen  by  name,  and  then  comes  this  note :  '<  What- 
ever I  have  left  to  priests  and  chapels  it  is  my  wish 
and  desire  the  sums  may  be  paid  as  soon  as  poasible, 
that  I  may  have  the  benefit  of  their  prayers  and 
masses."  There  is  then  a  letter  signed  by  the  tes- 
tatrix and  addressed  to  Sir  John  Lamion  and  Sinum 
Scroop^  which  has  been  proved  as  testamentary,  as  fol- 
lows :  -^  *^  Gentlemen,  I  have  herewith  sent  a  duplicate 
of  my  will,  wherd>y  you  will  perc^ve  that  I  have  talDon 
die  liberty  of  bequeathing  the  residue  of  my  property 
to  you,  in  confidence  that  you  will  appropriate  the  same 
in  the  manner  most  consonant  to  my  wishes,  which  are 
as  follows : -^  that  the  sum  of  10/.  each  be  given  to 
the  ministers  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Chapeb  of  Oreen^ 
mch,  St.  Georges  in  the  Fields^  Sutton  Street,  Soho  Square^ 
and  York,  for  the  benefit  of  their  prayers  for  the  rq>ose 
of  my  soul,  and  that  of  my  deceased  husband  George 
Townsendj  and  thai  the  remainder  be  appropriated  by 
you  in  such  way  as  you  may  judge  best  calculated  to 

promote 

•  Sir  C.Pepys. 
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promote  tbe  knowledge  of  the  Catholic  Christian  re- 
ligion amongst  the  poor  and  ignorant  inhabitants  of 
Swale  Dak  and  Wenston  Dale,  in  the  county  of  York" 

These  legacies  are  objected  to  upon  two  grounds: 
first,  as  to  the  legacies  to  the  fHiests  and  chapds,  upon 
the  ground  that  the;  are  for  superstitious  uses,  and 
therefore  void ;  and  secondly,  as  to  the  residue,  because 
it  is  given  for  the  express  purpose .  of  promoting  the 
Roman  Catholic  religion. 

I  shall  first  consider  the  objection  to  the  gift  of  the 
residue.  Tbe  stat.  2  Sc  S  W.  4t.  c.  115.  puts  persons 
professing  the  Roman  Catholic  religion  upon  the  same 
footiDg  with  respect  to  their  schools,  places  for  religious 
worship,  education,  and  charitable  purposes,  as  Protest-* 
ant  dissenters ;  and  the  case  of  Bradshaw  v«  Tasker  (a) 
decided  that  the  act  was  retrospective,  and  that  the  third 
section  did  not  exclude  the  legacies  in  question  in  the 
cause  from  tbe  <q)erat]on  of  the  act,  because  tlie  suit 
was  only  for  the  administration  of  the  estate.  In  the 
present  cose,  the  bill  filed  by  the  next  of  kin  claimed 
the  property,  as  inapplicable,  under  the  statute  of  mort- 
maio,  to  any  charities,  and  not  because  it  was  given  to 
promote  tbe  Catholic  religion,  or  to  give  instruction  to 
those  who  profess  it;  and  the  letter  which  raises  the 
question  as  to  the  residue  was  not  proved  until  the  15tli 
ofJoHuary  i85^  so  that  it  cannot  be  said  that  tbe  pro* 
perty  in  question  was  in  litigation,  discussion,  or  dis- 
pute upon  the  point  now  contended  for  at  the  time  the 
act  passed  in  18  S2. 

This  act  midges  it  unnecessary  to  consider  what  was 
the  state  of  the  law,  before  it  passed,  with  respect  to  such 

dis- 
(o)  p,Q2\,  suprtt. 
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dispositions  of  property  in  (kvour  of  Roman  Catholics. 
It  is  only  necessary  to  inquire  what  is  now  the  state  of 
the  law  with  respect  to  similar  dispositions  of  pro- 
peity  in  farour  of  Protestant  dissenters.  The  trust  is 
to  appropriate  the  residue  in  such  way  as  the  trustees 
shall  judge  best  calculated  to  promote  the  knowledge 
of  the  Catholic  Christian  religion  among  the  poor  and 
ignorant  inhabitants  of  certun  places  named*  In  the 
case  of  Bradshaw  v.  ToAer^  the  gift  was  in  favour 
of  certain  Catholic  schools*  and  to  be  applied  towards 
carrying  on  the  good  designs  of  the  said  schods. 
Now,  can  it  be  said  that  to  promote  the  carrying  on 
the  good  designs  of  Catholic  schoob  differs  in  pHiH 
ciple  from  promoting  the  knowledge  of  the  Catholic 
Christian  religion  amongst  the  poor  and  ignorant  ?  In 
jttcmey*General  v.  Pearson,  Lord  Eldon  says,  that 
the  Court  will  administer  a  fund  given  to  maintain  a 
society  of  Protestant  dissenters  promoting  no  doctrine 
contrary  to  law,  although  such  as  may  be  at  variance 
with  the  doctrine  of  the  established  church,  {a)  In 
Attomy^Gifieral  v.  Hickman  (b),  a  l^^y  was  esta- 
blished, which  was  given  for  encouraging  such  noncon-* 
finrming  preachers  as  preach  God's  word  in  places  where 
the  people  are  not  able  to  allow  them  a  sufficient  and 
suitable  maintenance,  and  for  encouraging  the  bringing 
up  some  to  the  work  of  the  ministry  who  are  designed 
to  labour  in  God's  vineyard  among  the  dissenters,  leav- 
ing the  particular  mode  to  the  trustees.  Waller  v. 
Childs{c),  and  the  cases  which  continually  occur  of 
funds  left  to  support  the  chapels  and  schools  of  dis- 
senters, proceed  upon  the  same  principle,  and  leave  no 
doubt  in  my  mind  of  the  validity  in  law  of  the  gift  of 
the  residue. 


(a)  silfm40S. 


(&)  9Eq.Abr.l95. 
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The  gifts  to  priests  and  diapels  resnain  to  be  coa* 
sidered,  and  these  are  not  a^ected  by  the  2  &  3  W.  4. 
&  115«9  which  applies  only  to  schools^  places  for  re- 
ligions worship^  education,  and  charitable  purposes- 
Taking  the  firi9rt;  gift  to  priests  and  chapeb  in  con- 
nection with  the  letter,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
the  suni3  given  to  the  priests  and  chapels  were  not  in- 
tended for  the  benefit  of  the  priests  personally,  or  for  the 
support  of  the  chapels  for  general  purposes,  but  that 
they  were  given,  as  expressed  in  the  letter,  for  the  benefit 
of  their  prayers  for  the  repose  erf*  the  testatrix's  soul  and 
that  of  her  deceased  husband;  and  the  question  is, 
whether  such  legacies  can  be  supported.  It  is  truly 
observed  by  Sir  William  Grant  in  Cory  v.  AU)ot  (a), 
that  there  was  no  statute  making  superstitious  uses 
vend  generally,  and  that  the  statute  of  Edm.  6«  related 
'only  to  superstitious  uses  of  a  particular  description 
then  existing;  and  it  b  to  be  observed  that  that  statute 
does  not  declare  any  such  gift  to  be  unlawful,  but  avoids 
certain  superstitious  gifts  previously  created.  The  le- 
gacies in  question,  tber^ore,  are  not  within  the  terms 
of  the  statute  otJEdm.  6.,  but  that  statute  has  been  con- 
sidered as  establishing  the  illegality  of  certain  gifts, 
and,  amongst  others,  the  giving  legacies  to  priests  to 
pray  for  the  soul  of  the  donor  has,  in  many  cases  col- 
lected in  Duke  (6),  been  decided  to  be  within  the  super- 
stitions uses  intended  to  be  suppressed  by  that  statute. 
I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  these  legacies  to  priests 
and  chapels  are  void. 

What  then  is  to  become  of  the  amount  of  such 
legacies?  The  statute  of  Edw.S.  gives  to  the  King 
such  property  devoted  to  superstitious  uses  as  that  act 
afiects ;  but  the  legacies  in  question  are  not  within  the 

terms 

(a)  7  Vet.  490.  {6)^.40$. 
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terms  of  the  act,  but  are  void  on  account  of  the  general 
illegality  of  the  object  they  were  intended  to  answer. 
It  has  been  decided,  that  where  legacies  are  given  to 
charities,  which  charities  cannot  take  effect,  the  object 
being  considered  as  superstitious,  then  the  duty  of  appro- 
priating the  amount  to  other  charitable  purposes  devolves 
upon  the  Crown  as  in  Caty  v.  Abb(A  (a) ;  but  in  that 
case  and  the  cases  there  cited,  the  object  of  the  ^ft  was 
clearly  charity.     In  the  present  case,  according  to  the 
construction  I  have  put  upon  these  legacies^  there  was 
nothing  of  charity  in  their  object;  the  intention  was  not 
to  benefit  the  priests,  or  to  support  the  chapels,  but  to 
secure  a  supposed  benefit  to  the  testatrix  herself.     Upon 
'  what  groond,   then,  can  the  Crown  claim  ?     Not  by 
-virtue  of  1  Bchx.  6,,  for  the  case  is  not  within  that  act; 
and  not  upon  the  ground  of  the  money  given  being  de- 
voted to  charity,  the  mode  of  applying  which  devolves 
upon  the  Crown.    Doubts  have  been  entertained  how 
far  it  was  correct  to  give  to  the  Crown  for  the  purpose 
of  being  applied  to  charity  funds  given  for  charitable 
purposes  which  are  illegal,  as  in  the  case  of  Corbifn  v. 
French  (£),  and  in  De  Garcin  v.  Lamony  in  the  note  to 
that  case ;  but  in  all  such  cases  charity  was  the  object 
of  the  gift;  and  how  can  the  claim  of  the  Crown  attach 
to  gifts  void  because  superstitious,  but  of  which  charity 
was  no  part  of  the  object  ?     These  gifts  are  void  because 
'  illegal ;  and  as  they  therefore  cannot  take  effect,  and  as 
'  the   Cix>wn  cannot  claim  either  under  1  Bdw.  6.,  or 
upon  the  authorities  which  give  to  the  Crown  the  right 
to  direct  the  application  of  charity  legacies,  which  can- 
not be  carried  into  effect  according  to  the  directions  of 
the  donor,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  next  of  kin  are 
entitled. 

(a)  7  Fes,  490.  (b)  4  Fes.  418. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  699 

18S3. 


ALCOCK  V.  SLOPER. 


Rolls. 

1833. 
Dec,  18. 

npHE  residuary  clause  in  the  will  of  Bickard  Hudson  when  a  tes- 

"*-    was  as  follows:  —  "All  the  re8t»  residue*  and  re-  Ja^or  limits 

hi8  residuary 
mainder  of  my  estate  and  eiS^cts,  whether  real  or  personal,  property  to 

I  devise  and  bequeath  unto  my  executors  hereinafter  ^"^|^  ^^ '  ^^ 

named,  upon  trust  to  permit  my  wife,  Catherint  Hudson^  maindersover, 

to  receive  the  rents,  profits,  dividends,  and  annual  pro-  fadfta!be  in- 

ceeds  thereof,  to  and  for  her  own  sole  use  and  benefit,  tended  that 

,     ,        ,       ,,^      ,  .  ,  rt,  .  1   the  testator 

during  her  life ;  her  own  receipt  to  be  a  sufficient  and  means  that 

proper  discharge  for  the  rents  and  dividends  to  be  re-  the  property 
^     ^  o  which  18  given 

ceived  by  her;   and  from  and  immediately  after  her  to  the  tenant 

decease,  then  upon  trust  to  sell  my  freehold  house  in  p^g\o"hose 

Oxford Sireety  and  also  my  leasehold  houses,  by  auction;  entitled  in 

and  it  is  my  desire  that  Mr.  Edward  Abbott  be  employed  ^nd  if  any ' 

as  auctioneer,  to  convert  the  whole  of  my  estate,  and  part  of  the 

^         .  ,....,.  1   property  be  of 

effects  into  money,  and  to  distribute  the  same  m  equal  a  wasting 

shares  and  proportions,**  in  the  manner  mentioned  in  jjfn^^nn^yu- 
the  will.     The   testator  appointed   bis  wife  Catherine  or  leasehold, 
Hudson^  and  Ralph  Lonsdale^  executors  of  his  will.  immediately 

sold  and  con- 
Part  of  the  residuary  estate  of  the  testator  consisted  of  p^ancnr 
a  sum  in  long  annuities.    The  bill  was  filed  by  legatees  property, 
entitled  in  remainder,  against  the  testator's  widow,  Ralph  the  whole 

Lonsdale  J  and  other  parties  interested  under  the  will,  *^*!?/?*'^f  the 

,....  1.1I-.1  c  ^>l^>t  shall 

and  the  question  in  the  cause  was,  whether  the  widow  of  appear  that 

the  testator  was  to  be  permitted  to  enjoy  the  income  of  {,^^'^^[2^. 

the  long  annuities  during  her  life,  or  whether  the  long  intention. 

Where  the 
annuities  testator  gave 
the  retidne  of  his  estate,  real  and  personal,  to  his  executors  upon  trust,  to  permit 
his  wife  to  receive  the  rents,  profits,  and  annual  proceeds  thereof  to  her  sole  use 
during  her  life,  and  after  her  decease  upon  trust  lo  sell  his  freehold  house  in  Oxford 
Street^  and  also  his  leasehold  houses,  by  auction ;  and  the  testator  desired  that  E,  A. 
should  be  employed  as  auctioneer,  to  convert  the  whole  of  his  estate  into  money 
for  the  purposes  therein  mentioned ;  it  was  held,  that  the  widow  was  entitled  to 
enjoy  for  her  life  the  income  of  the  testator's  long  annuities. 

Za  4t  ' 
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1853.  annuities  were  to  be  immediately  sold  and  the  produce 
invested  in  the  S  per  cent  consols,  and  the  widow  to 
enjoy  only  the  dividends  of  the  consols  so  purchased. 

Mr.  Bidcertieth  and  Mr.  Thompson^  for  the  Plainttfi. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  where  personal  property  of  a 
wasting  nature  is  bequeathed  for  life  with  remainders 
over,  and  not  specifically,  it  is  to  be  immediately  con- 
verted into  the  5  per  cents.  This  rule  is  applicable  in 
all  cases  where  the  testator  directs  perishable  or  wasting 
property  to  be  enjoyed  by  persons  in  succession,  unless 
it  can  be  collected  from  the  will  that  the  testator  in- 
tended such  property  to  continue  in  specie.  If  no  such 
intention  is  to  be  collected,  the  Court  understands  that 
the  property  is  to  be  put  into  such  a  state  that  the  per- 
sons in  remainder  shall  enjoy  it  after  the  decease  of  the 
first  taker ;  Hatoe  v.  Tke  Earl  of  Dartmouth,  {a)  In  this 
'  will  there  is  nothing  to  distinguish  the  long  annuities  from 
any  other  personal  property  of  the  testator  which  was 
of  a  wasting  nature.  The  leasehold  property  is  expressly 
directly  to  be  sold  after  the  death  of  his  wife ;  but  there 
is  no  such  direction  as  to  his  long  annuities ;  and  the 
direction  to  convert  into  money  the  whole  of  his  estate 
and  effects  after  the  death  of  his  wife,  must  be  referred, 
according  to  the  natural  construction  of  the  words,  to  the 
property  of  which  the  testator  had  been  speaking  in  that 
part  of  his  will,  namely,  his  fireehold  and  leasehold  estates* 

Mr.  WAitmarshf  for  Defendants  in  the  same  interest 
Ywithtbe  PlaintiiK. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  ChandlesSf  contra. 
"'    The  rule  laid  down  in  Howe  v,  Tfie  Earl  of  Dart-' 
mouth  is  no  doubt  applicable  where  the  testator  is  wholly 

silent 

(fl)  7  Fw.  137. 
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ulent  as  to  the  conversion  or  non-oonTcrsioB  of  propeir^  M9& 
in  its  nature  perishable ;  and  the  question  in  every  < 
must  be,  whether  the  immediate  conversicm  of  such  pro- 
perty is  or  is  not  consistent  with  the  intentions  of  the 
testator  to  be  collected  from  the  wlude  wilt.  In  this  cage 
the  testator  had  no  stock  except  the  long  annnitiea  in 
question ;  and  it  is  evident,  therefore,  that  he  most  haVe 
had  that  stock  in  his  contemplation  when,  in  disposing  of 
the  residue  of  his  estate,  he  directed  the  rents,  profits,  <^- 
dends,  and  annual  proceeds  thereof  to  be  paid  to  his  wife 
during  her  life.  The  testator  has  expressly  pointed  out  the 
time  at  which  his  leasehold  property,  which  was  equallyof 
a  wasting  nature  with  the  long  annuities,  was  to  be  sold. 
His  freehold  property  was  to  be  sold  at  the  same  time, 
and  a  particular  auctioneer  was  to  be  employed  to  convert 
the  whole  of  his  estate  and  effects  into  money.  At  what 
time  was  this  conversion  to  take  plate  ?  At  the  death  of 
his  wife.  Then,  and  not  till  then,  were  the  long  immd- 
ties  to  be  sold.  In  Collins  v.  CoUim  (a),  a  case  recently 
before  the  Court,  where  a  testator  left  all  his  property  to 
his  wife  for  her  life,  and  directed  it  to  be  divided  into 
moieties  at  her  decease,  one  half  among  the  persons 
mentioned  in  his  will,  and  the  other  half  to  be  at  the 
sole  disposal  of  his  wife,  it  was  held  that  the  persons 
in  remainder  were  not  entitled  to  have  the  testatoi'a 
leasehold  proper^  sold. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  the  case  of  Howe  v.  The  Earl  of  Darimouthf  sbrae 
confusion  arises  from  the  use  of  the  term  specific  I^aey 
in  the  judgment,  general  personal  estate  being  at  aU 
times  fluctuating;  until  the  death  of  a  testator  there  can 
be  no  specific  legacy  of  general  personal  estate.  The 
true  principle  upon  which  Lord  Eldon  decided  that  case 
was  this,— that  where  a  testator  limits  his  residuary  pro- 
perty 
(a)  The  next  case* 


702  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1838.  perty  to  one  for  life,  with  remainder  over,  it  is  prima 
facte  to  be  intended  that  the  testator  means  that  the  same 
.property  which  is  given  to  the  tenant  for  life  should  go 
to  those  entitled  in  remainder ;  and  if  any  part  of  the  re- 
sidue be  of  a  wasting  nature,  as  long  annuities,  or  lease- 
•  hold  estate^  in  order  to  effect  this  general  purpose  of  die 
testator,  such  wasting  property  must  be  sold  and  con- 
verted into  permanent  property.  Although  this  inten- 
tion of  the  testator  ia  prima  facie  to  be  inferred,  it  may 
plainly  appear  upon  the  whole  context  of  the  will  that 
the  testator  had  not  that  meaning,  but  that  his  intention 
was  that  the  tenant  for  life  should  derive  the  same 
income  from  the  residuary  estate  as  he  had  himself  de- 
rived from  his  property  up  to  the  period  of  his  death. 

It  is  with  a  view  to  this  principle  that  the  present  will 
Ls  to  be  examined.     The  testator  gives  the  residuary 
.  estate  to  trustees,  '^  upon  trust  to  permit  his  wife  to  re- 
ceive the  rents,  profits,  dividends,  and  annual  proceeds 
thereof,  to  and  for  her  own  sole  use  and  benefit,  during 
,  her  life."     There  is  here  no  intimation  of  an  intention 
.  that  any  part  of  the  property  should  be  immediately 
.  converted  by  the  trustees ;  but  the  inference  rather  is, 
that  the  trustees  during  the  life  of  the  wife  were  to  be 
merely  passive;  and  the  term  "dividends'*  has  reference 
to  the  long  annuities.    After  the  death  of  his  wife,  he  di- 
rects his  trustees  to  sell  his  freehold  house  in  Oxford' 
Street^  and  also  his  leasehold  houses,  by  auction.    The 
.  leasehold  houses,  like  the  long  annuities,  were  a  wasting 
property;  and  he  has  plainly  expressed  his  intention  that 
.  they  should  not  be  sold  during  the  life  of  his  wife ;  and 
this  is  manifestly  inconsistent  with  the  general  notion  on 
his  part  that  the  wasting  portion  of  his  residuary  estate 
was  immediately  to  be  converted  into  permanent  pro- 
perty. The  next  passage  in  his  will  is  to  the  same  effect:— 
*'  And  it  is  my  desire  that  Mr.  E.  Abbott  be  employed, 
as  auctioneer,  to  convert  the  whole  of  my  estate  and 

effects 
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efFects  into  money,  and  to  distribute  the  same  in  equal  183S. 
shares  and  proportions,"  &c.  The  testator  could  not  have 
meant  that  Mn  AbboU  should  convert  the  whole  of  his 
property  after  the  death  of  his  wife,  if  he  had  intended 
that  any  part  of  it  should  be  converted  during  the  life  of 
his  wife.  The  widow  is  therefore  entitled  to  enjoy  for 
her  life  the  income  of  the  long  annuities. 


COLLINS  V.  COLLINS. 


Rolls. 


nPHE  will   of  Thomas  Collins  was  in  the  following  A  testator 

-■■    words:  — "I  give  to   my  wife  Sarah  Collins  all  SfeauSd 

and  every  part  of  my  property  in  every  shape,  and  every  part  of 

without  any  reserve,  and  in  whatever  manner  it  is  situ-  i„  every  shape, 

ated,  for  her  natural  life  j  and  at  her  death,  the  property  *"'*  without 

any  resenre, 
SO  left  to  be  divided  in  the  following  manner : — one  half  for  her  life ; 

in  equal  proportions  to  my  father,  John  Collins,  to  my  SJ^t^^he™. 

brothers^  Richard  Collins,  George  Collins,  Charles  Collins,  perty  so  left 

and  my  sister,  Maty  DreW;  and,  in  the  event  of  my  father  ^^g  jj^^       ' 

dying  before  my  wife,  his  share  to  go  to  my  mother,  among  certain 

Mary  Collins;  and  in  the  event  of  their  both  dying  before  uoned,  the 

my  wife,  their  share  to  be  equally  divided  between  my  ??*^Jj^^'? 

brothers  and  sister  named  above ;  and  in  the  the  event  disposal  of  his 

of  my  brothers  George  or  Charles  dying  before  my  wife  Je  testator's 

without  lawful  issue,  their  shares  to  be  divided  between  property  was 

my  brother  Bichard  and  sister Ma;^  above  mentioned;  the  ^^^^  ^hat  the 

other  half  of  the  property  to  be  at  the  sole  disposal  of  persons  to 

my  dear  wife ;  and  I  appoint  my  brother,  Richard  Collins,  moiety  of  the 

and  my  wife,  Sarah  Collins,  my  executors/*  testator's  pro- 

"'  "^  perty  was 

given  over 

The  testator  died  leaving  his  wife,  Sarah  Collins,  his  2ued"toVave 

father  and  mother,  and  the  brothers  and  sister  men-  the  leasehold 

widow  was  entitled  to  enjoy  it  for  her  life. 


704  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

'MM.        tioned  in  his  will,  sundving  him.      The  widow  and 
Richard  Collins  proved  the  will;  but  Bickard  Collins 
took  no  part  in  the  ezecntioB  of  die  trusts  tbcrcoC 
The  \B1  was  Med  against  the  executors  for  the  adihiin- 
tration  of  (lie  teatator^s  estate^   by  John  CoSius  and 
Mofy  his  wife,  the  testator's  father  and  mother,  and  by 
the  other  brothers  and  sister.     A  part  of  the  testatov^s 
|>roperty  consisted  of  a  leasehold  messuage  in  which  he 
had  carried  on  die  business  of  a  victualler,  and  in  which 
his  widow  had  since  his  decease  continued  to  cany  on 
the  bnsmess,  as  the  PUuntiffi  alleged,  and  the  Defendant, 
Richard  CoUinCj  admitted,  at  a  great  loss;  and  the  question 
was,  whether  the  Plaintifis,  and  the  Defendant,  Richard 
-CMinSf  who  was  m  the  same  interest  with  the  Plwntiff^ 
'n^re  entitled  to  hare  the   lease,   of  which   twenty- 
^ht  years  were  unexpired,  immediately  converted  into 
money* 

On  the  one  side  it  was  argued,  that  the  rule  laid  down 
in  Home  r.  The  Earl  ofDartmotah  (a),  as  to  the  du^  of 
executors  to  convert  property  of  a  wasting  nature  into 
money,  was  especially  applicable  to  the  present  case,  ^ 
there  was  not  only  no  indication  in  the  will  that  the  tes- 
tator intended  the  leasehold  property  to  remain  in  specie^ 
but  the  gift  of  a  moiety  of  that  property  to  the  Plaintij^ 
and  to  the  Defendant,  Richard  CoUins^  after  the  decease 
of  the  widow,  was  wholly  inconsistent  with  such  an  initen- 
tion.  The  immediate  conversion  of  the  property  was  as 
necessary  to  ascertain  the  moiety  to  which  the  widow 
was  absolutely  entitled,  as  it  was  to  secure  to  the  persons 
entitled  in  remainder  their  interest  in  the  other  moie^. 
.The  widow  was  little  more  than  forty  years  of  age,  and 
might  well  exhaust  the  whole  residue  of  the  term,  if  the 
lease  were  not  sold,  and  a  moiety  of  the  produce  of  sale 
invested,  so  as  to  secure  both  to  the  tenant  for  life  and 

to 

(a)  7  Ves.  137. 
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to  the  remainder-men  the  benefit  intended  to  be  given 
to  them  respectively  by  the  testator. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  contended,  thatthe  testator's 
direction  that  the  proper^  given  to  his  wife  for  her  life 
should  be  divided  at  her  diAth  plainly  indicated  an  iai* 
lentidh  that  no  conversion  of  it  should  take  place  iimil 
the  decease  of  his  wife.  Hie  dWision  waa  to  be,  obt  of « 
moiety  of  the  property,  but  of  the  whde  property  |>i«^ 
viously  given  to  the  wife  ibr  life  into  moieties ;  and  th^ 
direction  that  one  half  of  the  property,  so  to  be  divided 
lit  her  decease,  was  to  be  at  her  scJe  disposal,  was 
Equivalent  to  an  immediate  gift  of  the  absokite  interest 
in  one  moiety  of  the  property.  The  whole  projierty  of 
the  testator  was  given  to  his  widow  fer  her  life,  ^  witff* 
out  any  reserve  ;*'  and  where  the  intention  to  iavour  tlie 
tenant  for  life  was  so  strongly  indicated,  the  possibility 
of  such  part  of  the  property  as  was  of  a  wasting 
nature  being  exhausted  in  the  lifedme  of  the  tenant  for 
life,  raised  no  equity  in  fevour  of  the  remainder«man  | 
but  the  gift  to  the  remainder-man  must^  be  taken  to  be 
subject  to  such  possibility. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Hall^  for  the  Plaintiffii. 

Mr.  Siciersieth  and  Mr.  S.  Keen^  for  the  Defendant, 
Richard  CoUins. 

Mr.  Barbery  for  the  widow. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

I  am  of  opinion  that,  under  this  bequest,  the  Plainfifi 
are  not  entitled  to  have  the  lease  sold,  bat  that  it  -^ma 
the  intention  of  the  testator  that  his  widow  should  enjoy 
the  leasehold  property  for  her  life. 
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Mal^lo,  «i.  CASAMAJOR  v.  STRODE. 


26. 


Jvly  2.  TJNDER  the  decree  in  this  cause,  certain  real  estates 

1834.  situate  at  NortAawt  formerly  the  property  of  WU" 

Mat^^i^^'  ^^^^  Strode,  deceased,  were  put  up  to  sale  in  lots  in  the 

The  provision  ™°"^*^  of  October  1811,  when  fV.  fV.  Drake  became  the 

in  Uie  General  purchaser   of  lots  25  and  SO.      An   abstract  of  title 

that*thl^*com^  ^^  delivered  soon  afterwards;  but  various  difficulties 

missioncni'       were  raised  with  respect  to  the  title,  and  aOer  a  great 

oath^andthe     j    i     r.  •    •       i  ,         t 

appointment     "^*  ^*  negotiation  between  the  solicitors  of  the  parties, 

coSSm^io^er  **^®  "^"**  reference  was  made  on  the  16th  of  Naoembcr 

shall  be  an-  1815,  directing  an  inquiry  upon  that  subject.  On  behalf  of 

enrolled* w^  *®  purchaser,  objections  were  carried  in  to  ihe  Master's 

the  award,  is  office,  some  of  which  were  removed  or  abandoned,  and 

toiT.  ^   ^^'  others  persisted  in;   eventually  the  Master  overruled 

An  inclo-  them  all,  and,  on  the  23d  of  June  1831,  rqjorted  that  a 

sure  act,  recit-  j    .  t           , ,  ,                                           »      r 

ing  that  S,  good  title  could  be  made  to  both  lots, 
was  entitled, 
as  lord  of  a 

manor,  to  the  The  purchaser  took  a  general  exception  to  the  re- 

tiw,*rnd'M  "  P®*"^'  grounded  on  the  following,  among  other,  objec- 
lay  rector,  to    tions  :  — 
all  tithes 
within  the 

manor,  and  «  First,— Because  it  is  alleged  that  the  title  to  part  of 

claimed  right  "*^  said  premises  is  derived  under  an  award  made  by 
of  common  . 

on  the  waste  ^he 

in  rn£n^lf  r^^V^'^l?"'*.  '?y'*^^'«>  ^>'«cted  Certain  allotments  to  be  made  to  him 
ihp  3r  r'Jif'''  *""  "^u'  '?.l*'^«oil  of  the  waste,  and  to  the  tithes,  and  that 
ri/ht^f^nll  "^  '^"'^  *u  "^"'^  be  divided  among  S.  and  the  other  penK;ns  having 
r£^rvpH?.T  ?  T^x. '"''?'  ''*'''^'  '?  P'-^P^'^tion  to  their  respective  ilaims;  and  it 
nght  of  warrep  existing  in  the  lord ;  but  there  was  some  evidence  that  S.  had  used 
S/h.  nf  ™n  "^A  'f'^'l"^^^^'  The  award  cave  an  allotment  to  S.  for  his 
h?,  rilfTS^  •  "*•?  K-  "?  ^u^^^  other  allotments,  wTiich  purported  to  l)c  made  for 
•id  inVriSa^  T^'  ^"  "^^^  '"^  ^^!'  V^^*"'  **"^  ^'^  "g^*  oFcommon  and  other  rights 
mmnpn^^l  V^  Z^'w'  respectively;  which  allotments  were  declared  to  be  a  full 
S  LTAhh''  ^{'  "^'^^  ««d/'^tcrest  in  the  lands  directed  to  be  imrlosed  : 
compe  M  to  £  ''*^^*'°  allotment  was  not  such  as  a  purchaser  could  be 
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the  commissioners  under  an  act  of  parliament  passed  in  I8SS: 
4S  G.  S.,  for  dividing,  alloting,  and  inclosing,  and 
otherwise  improving  the  waste  land  within  the  parish 
of  Northaw ;  and  it  has  not  been  shewn  that  the  persons 
by  whom  such  award  was  made  had  qualified  them- 
selves to  carry  the  said  act  of  parliament  into  execution ; 
nor  that  Mr.  John  Taylor^  one  of  such  persons,  had 
been  duly  appointed  a  commissioner  for  the  purposes 
of  the  said  act,  or  had  power  to  make  such  award. 

Secondly, — Because  it  alleged  that  the  premises  in 
question  are  part  of  the  allotments  made  by  the  said 
award  to  Mr.  Strode^  in  respect  of  his  right  to  tithes 
and  to  the  warren. 

Thirdly,  —  Because  no  title  has  been  shewn  to  the 
warren  in  respect  of  which  such  allotment  was  made, 
and  that  no  evidence  has  been  given  to  prove  that  the 
warren  was  tithe  free.*' 

The  Vice-Chancellor,  before  whom  the  exception  was 
originally  argued,  overruled  the  several  grounds  taken 
in  support  of  it.  The  purchaser  thereupon  appealed. 

The  argument  before  his  Honor,  as  well  as  in  the 
Court  above,  turned  entirely  on  the  construction  and 
efFect  to  be  given  to  the  General  Inclosure  Act,  and 
the  Northcew  Inclosure  Act,  with  reference  to  the  award 
made  by  the  commissioners  acting  under  the  latter ;  and 
as  these  acts  and  the  award  are  fully  stated  by  Mr. 
StmonSf  it  will  be  sufficient  to  refer  to  the  statement  of 
them  contained  in  his  repoi't  of  the  case,  (a) 

Sir 

(a)  5  Sm,S7.;  the  Inclosure  Act  and  the  award  will  be  found  In 
pp,  8S — 93. 
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Sir  E.  Sugden^  Mr.  Teed^  and  Mr.  Jemmett^  in  samK>rt 
of  tbe  e^cception. 


6t»qds.  Mr.  Pq5^,    Mr.   Knight,  Mr.   Hodgson,  and    Mr. 


4prtf  15.  2%^  Lord  Chancellor  said  that,  with  respect  to  the 

q[uestion  arising  upon  the  non-production  of  the  ap- 
pointment and  oath  duly  subscribed  and  annexed  to 
the  awnrd^  he  felt  no  hesitation  in  affirming  his  Honor's 
judgment.  Upon  the  other  points,  however,  which 
,  were  raised  by  the  exception,  his  Lordship  stated  that 
he  entertained  considerable  doubt;  and  that  be  was, 
therefore^  disposed  to  give  the  parties  an  opportunity  of 
having  them  further  argued  and  investigated. 


Jwfy  s.  In  pursuance  of  a  previous  arrangement,  made  at  the 

suggestion  of  the  Lord  Chancellor^  the  objections  to 
the  title  to  lots  25  and  80,  grounded  upon. the  second 
fmd  third  reasons  stated  in  the  exception^  were  again 
brought  on  for  argument  before  his  Lordship,  assisted 
by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal  and  Mr.  Justice  JBo- 


Sir  Edward  Sugden^  in  support  of  the  exception* 

'  It  is  material  to  bear  in  mind,  that  this  is  a  case 
between  a  buyer  and  a  seller,  i^nd  that  the  rule  in 
eqnity  is  invariable  and  universal,  never  to  force  a  pur- 
chaser  to  take  a  doubtful  title.  The  same  rule  has 
been  recognised  even  in  courts  of  law,  where,  upon  an 
action'  against  a  parchaser  for  breach  of  contract^  the 
j^dg^  ha^  held  the  doubtfiilness  of  tbe  tilile  to  be  a 
good  defenee,  without  absolutely  deciding  either  way.on 
'-•'•  ■  .■     .     the 
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the  question  of  its  validity.     The  Court  has  now  there-     .  IBSSU 
fore  to  consider,  not  merely  whether  the  title  must  be 
certainly  and  necessarily  bad,  but  whether  having  regard 
to  the  opinion  which  other  judges  may  possibly  form 
with  respect  to  it  hereafter,  it  is  not  involved  in  so  much 
doubt  that  a  purchaser  should  not  be  compelled  to  ac- 
cept it.     It  is  also  to  be  observed  that  in  awards  under 
inclosure  acts,  the  allotments  are  always  made  in  respect 
of  other  and  previously  existing  rights.    Whatever  there- 
fore may  have  been  the  charges,  incumbrances  or  limit- 
ations affecting  Mr.  Strode's  title  to  the  manor,  the  allots 
ment  to  him  as  lord  will  be  subject  to  the  same;  and  so 
in  like  manner  in  the  case  of  the  other  allotments ;  and 
when  the  vendor  who  has  sold  an  allotment  has  to  make 
out  his  title  to  it,  he  must  make  out  his  title  to  the  land 
or  other  interest,  in  respect  of  which  the  allotment  was 
awarded.     Another  observation  is  that,  if  commissioners 
under  an  inclosure  act  do  not  strictly  pursue  the  di- 
rections of  the  act,  their  award  is  utterly  void  at  law, 
whatever  may  be  the  consequences,  even  if  the  inclosed 
common  should  be  thereby  again  thrown  open.     It  is 
possible  indeed,  that  a  person  taking  lands  under  such 
defective   award   may  be   able  to   hold   his   allotment 
against  all  the  world.     In  trespass  he  may  not  be  bound 
to  shew  a  title  to  that  in  respect  of  which  he  received 
the  allotment ;  and  still  he  may  be  unable  to  carry  that 
allotment  to  market,  because  he  cannot  shew  in  respect 
of  what  interest  it  was  made,  or  to  what  uses  it  is  subject. 
Such  a  title  is  merely  possessory,  and  it  is  not  one  with 
respect  to  which  a  vendor  has  a  right  to  say  that  a  pur- 
chaser shall  be  compelled  to  accept  it. 

Many  cases  have  established  the  proposition  that 
unless  inclosure  acts  are  literally  followed  according  to 
their  fair  and  reasonable  construcliou,  the  awards  made 

Vol.  1 1.  3  A  under 


s»l\^  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

>  iS'Si-j      litlder  them  are  absolutely  void ;  Cooper  v.  Walker  (a% 

\rr^.r^^\     The  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  (f  Washbrooh  {h)     It  is 

^^p^.^-^       ti6t  Enough  tliat  the  spirit  of  the  act  has  been  pursued. 

Stbodb.       Tbere  Wodld  be  no  safety  if  commissioners  were  at 

IHkrty  to  exercise  a  discretion,  and  to  proceed  accord- 

tbg^  t6  "^hat  tliey  might  suppose  was  the  equity   or 

gbiireral  purview  of  the  act;  Wing  fold  v.  2%arp.  (c) 

^  To  apply  these  principles  to  the  present  case,  the 
purchaser  contends  firsts  that  with  respect  to  lot  25, 
yhich  is  admitted  to  consist  in  part  of  land  allotted  in 
respect  6f  what  is  called  Mr,  Strod^s  <*  right,  title,  and 
fnterest  in  the  said  warren,'*  no  tide  whatever  has  been 
ishewti  io  any  warren  or  right  of  warren ;  and  secondly, 
tlittt  If  a  titlie  bad  been  shewn,  still  that  the  commis- 
stbners  possessed  no  authority  under  the  act  to  makp 
any  award  in  respect  of  it,  and  that  as  they  have  ex- 
ceeded their  power  in  that  particular,  theif  award  is  cont- 
ieqiiendy  void. 

What  does  this  award  on  the  face  of  it  purport  tp 
do  ? '  First,  it  gives  to  Mr.  Strode  and  his  heirs  an 
allatihent  containing  102  acres  of  freehold  land,  de- 
scribed as  surrounding  the  warrener's  house  and  gardeOj 
bnd  which  is  declared  to  be,  in  the  judgment  of  the 
b6mm1ss1oners,  a  full  compensation  for  bis  *^  righ^ 
title/  and  ' interest  in  the  said  warren;''  although  a 
Varreh  is  nowhere  previously  mentioned,  and  th^  oom- 
Ihissiioners  could  have  had  no  information,  before  them 
^  to  any  ri^ht  of  warren  belonging  to  Mr.  Strode* 
Then  it  proceeds.  tQ  niake  a  second  allotment  to  bim  of 
another  piece  of  land  containing  eighty-one  acres^  as  a 
ftilt  jcbmpensation  for  all  his  right  aad  interest  in  the 

'  (a)  4  A  4*  ^*««  36.;  and  see         (i)  4  J5. 4-  Creu.  7M. 
C6op€ry.'7%orpe^  1  Sivaru.SSt  (e)  10  B,  ^  Creu,  18$, 
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soil  as  lord  of  the  manor;  a  third  allotment  to  wnh       194^ 
pensatiop  for  all  his  right  to  the  tithes  of  the  commaa    Casa^ujos 

to  be  inclosed ;  and  a  fourth  allotment  in  respect  of  all     '      v. 

Srsoois» 
his  rights  of  common  and  other  rights  and  interests ; 

and  it  concludes  by  stating}  that  these  allotments  weroi 
in  the  judgment  of  the  commissioners,  a  full  compensation 
for  all  his  right  and  interest  in  all  the  lands  directed  to 
be  inclosed.    In  respect,  then,  of  what  interest  is  it  that 
this  warren  allotment  was  awarded  to  Mr,  Strode  f  It 
could  not  be  in  respect  of  his  interest,  as  lord,  in  the  soU 
of  the  common,  for  another  and  distinct  allotment  is  exr 
pressly  made  to  him  on  that  account.    Nekher,  and  for 
the  same  reason,  could  it  be  in  respect  of  his  right  tO 
the  tithes,  as  impropriator,  or  of  all  his  other  rights  as 
a  landowner  having  right  of  common,     Tt}e  three  last 
mentioned  allotments  exhaust  all  the  rights  of  Mr* 
Strode  calling  for  compensation,  and  they  also  exhaust 
the  powers  which  the  legislature  had  vested  in  the  com- 
missioners.    The  argument  that  the  warren  allotment 
•my  have  been  made  in  respect  of  a  franchise  is  posi- 
tively excluded  by  tlie  clause  at  the  end  of  the  Nortkam 
Inclosure  Act,  which  reserved  to  Mr.  Strode^  in  the 
amplest  terms,  the  seignory  and  royalties  belonging  lo 
the  manor.    But  it  is  supposed  that  an  inclosed  warren 
was  held  and  enjoyed  by  Strode  and  his  ancestors  as  « 
corporeal  hereditament,  and  that  the  103  acres  were 
^warded  to  him  in  respect  of  his  rights  as  owner  of  the 
warren.     Of  the  existence  of  such  warren  there  is  not  ft 
particle  of  proo(  beyond  the  naked  facts  that,  in  w 
indenture  of  release  dated  in  ITiS,  and  purporting  to 
convey  this  wiili  other  manors,  the  word  **  warrens^' 
occurs  among  the  general  terms  of  description  whidi 
follow  the  particular  description  of  the  estates  thereby 
conveyed;  and  that,  in  an  old  survey  or  rental-book 
coming  out  of  the  vendor's  custody,  and  which  can  .be 
no  evidence^  there  is  an  entry  mentioning  ^  The  wfi^ 
3  A  2  renet^s 
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rener'3  house,  yiordi  aud  garden  at  litdge  HiU^^anA  the 
warren  at  Northa-x  Common.^*  I^  however,  a  warrea 
ever  es^isted  at  Northato  as  a  corporeal  hereditament^ 
of  course  it  must  have  been  the  subject  of  dist'uict. con- 
veyance and  of  soveral  enjoyment;  yet  nolbing  of  the 
kind  is  shewn*  .  U'he  truth,  probably,  is,  that  Mr« 
Strode,  in  the  excrci.se  of  his  right  as  lord,  kept  rabbits 
on  the  waste>;and  that  these  animals  overran  a  hfgfi 
portiqn  of  it;  .that,  for  the  protection  of  the  rabbity,  th^ 
lord  bfiilt  a  cottagi;  and  indosed  a  j;arden,  which  were 
occnpi^  by  persons  who  took  care  of  thii  rabbits,  and 
to  whom  t}i^  tide  of  warreoer  was  afterwfirds  appliedt 
Thes^  i^xre  mere  encroachments  on  the  waste,  an4 
fjurnisjti  no  evidence  whatever  of  the  existence  of  any 
warrc;n  las  a  (forpori^al  hereditament ;  and  the  fact  ^bat  Mr» 
Strodf  alloM'ed  the  commissioners  to  make  allotments  on 
t.bat  part  of  tlie  waste  on  which  the  rabbits  w^re  keptf 
raises  the, strongest  prusumption  to  the  contrary. 


Assumin'T,  however,   the  existence  of  a  warareii  in* 


"i4» 


closed  as  a  park,  what  right  had  the  commissioners  over 
it?  If  it  was  enjoyed  as  a  sole  and  separate  e^tftte, 
it  could  not  be  parcel  of  the  common,  in  respect  of 
which  alone  the  commissioners  had  authority  to  make 
^llotm^nts.  If,  again,  it  was  nothing  more  than  fih 
interest  enjoyed  with,  and  arising  out  of  Slroi^s  right 
to  the  soil j  his  right  to  the  tithes,  or  his  right  of  coin^ 
m'on,  air  these  rights  were  compensated  by  the  three 
sevetat  allotments  stated  to  be  made  on  account  of  theiii 
r'^spectively ;  and  those  allotments,  together  with  that 
"bt' tlie'l62  acJres^  are  expressly  declared  to  1)6  a  tiill 
compensation  for  the  whole  of  Mr.  iS/7W^s '  right  and 
iriterest  in  all  the  lands  directed  to  be  inclosed^  tt  is 
impossime,  ihcrelofe,  to  point  out  any  right, 'title,  or 
liibtfest  in  respect  of  which  the  allotment  of  the  102 
.  acres  could  be  made ;  and  the  result  is,  that  the  com- 

f  missioners, 
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th\isfdnii%  (h  making  it,  bave  exceeded  tlictr  powri, 

ikid'ihat  their  av«iird  is  void.     How  far  these  drcum-    ^,. 

sthnce*  mjiy  iAffect  the  award  m  othet  respecit^,  and 'the  v.  ,, 

giiherar  rights'  of  the  parties  hblding  under  k,  liis  iiA-      ***^^*- 

neiesi^ai^y  t6^  speculate.     At  priesent  the'Coiirt  his  tic>i 

thing  to  do  with  smch  inquiries,  behg  cblftflned  siitiply 

t^^hel  consideration  of  it^  efibct  in  a  question  occurring 

h^tife^  tt  biiyer  and  ia  seller.    At '  law,  the  vendor  in'ay 

b^  able  to  ddfend  his  possession  against  a  trespas56f 

Mrithbut  being  obliged  to  shew  his  title,  and' yet  H^  may  . 

b€i  unable  t6  make  a  good  title  to  a  purchaser;    Iti  suits 

ibr  specific  perfbrmance,  when  bills  are  dismissect  oti 

the  ground  that  a  marketable  tide  cannoit  be  given,  it'  h 

tbt  pi^tended'that  ihei*efore  the'tltle  can  be  assailed,  'o^ 

tb^  purchaser  evicted. .  It  may  b^  an  excellent  hbldibg 

tftle^  and' yet  not  a  maAetable  one.    Btft  (he  role  6( 

thb  Court  upon  the  subject  is  settled^  that,  unless  ^tbe 

title  be  free  from  all  ohjectibns-^  good  riot  Only 'to 

hold  but  to  convey,  a  purchaser  is  not  compellable  to 

accept <n'    •'•••.  .  .    ,      ..<  H     ■!'•.    '    '' 

■i  •  •  .  •  .  .;•;.....        .  •  ■".         i  '^ 

•Mr.  Pept/Si  conlrA.  ,       .       ,    ■   .  i 

'I'lie  only  question  to  be  now  argued  is  whether  the 
commissioners  liad  power  to  make  the  nHotment  part  of 
which  U  comprised  in  lot  twenty-five  of  Mr.  DrciJce^s 
purchase  :  how  for  there,  is  any  evidence  of  Mr.  Strode'^ 
title  to  a  warren  is  another  and  at  present  an  inaniaterial 
consi(}eration.  Now  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  Phil* 
lips  V.  Maile  [a\  where  it  was  ruled  that^  after  the  timq 
limiting  the  right  of  appeal  had  expired,  it  was  unne- 
cessary for  a  party  holding  an  allotment  under  the  award 
of  commissioner^  in  an  inclosurc  act  to  shew  the  original 
right,  in  respect  of  which  the  commissioners  made  the 
.  .  allotraeijtj 

-.     •        M       .     .  (a)  7  Sing.  133.         .     '     '      «  >       • -" 

'•""•■'  3  A  3 
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Itiii^'  allotment,  completely  concludes  the  question.  Thttfme 
within  which  an  appeal  from  the  award  of  the  commis* 
siohers  under  the  Northaw  Inclosure  Act  could  be 
brought,  has  long  since  expired.  The  commoners 
not  having  resorted  to  the  means  provided  by  the  statute 
for  disputing  the  award  are  now  absolutely  barred  <^and 
it  is  no  longer  competent  for  any  person  to  challenge, 
much  less  to  avoid  it.  The  title  therefore  to  this  aHot- 
ment  is  good  against  all  the  world.  What  possible 
right  can  be  set  up  adverse  to  that  of  Mr.  Si^vde  P  The 
aathoritles  upon  which  the  purchaser  relies  were  all 
cases  #here  the  commissioners  had  not  followed  the  di* 
factions  ofthe  act  of  parliament.  In  Cooper  r.  Tkorpe{a\ 
in  which  Sir  T.  Plumer  thought  the  title  suflicient.  Lord 
iSUote  entcrtaiiled  doubts  and  directed  an  action  I0  be 
brought;  and  the  court  of  law  (&)  there  hdd,  what  nobody 
no^  dispotes,  that  the  eommiisioners  had  estceedtsd  their  • 
authority  and  that  upon  that  groond  their  award  was  void. 
If^  however,  the  commissioners  keep  within  their  autho*' 
rity,  whatever  errors  ihey  may  commit  in  the  mode  of  ex- 
ecuting their  office,  their  award  if  not  appealed  from  in 
the  prescribed  form  and  in  due  time  is  final  and  conclu- 
sire  against  all  persons.  Mr.  Sifvde  is  admitted  to  have 
been  lord  of  the  manor ;  his  title  to  the  manor  is  not 
impeached.  The  commissioners  ascertained  the  limits 
of  the  waste,  and  they  included  the  warren  as  being 
within  and  forming  part  of  it.  The  old  survey  or  rental 
book  and  the  deed  of  1746  clearly  prove  that  a  warren: 
existed  on  Northaw  Common  as  early  as  the  middle  of 
the  last  century.  There  is  no  evidence  indeed  of  the 
origin  of  the  title,  but  Mr.  Strode  being  in  the  enjoyment 
of  this  warren,  he  had  a  right  to  claim  compensation  for 
it;  and  the  commissioners  being  satisfied  of  the  justice  of 
the  claim  awarded  him  the  land  in  question.    The  ques* 

tiori 
(a)  1  Swans,  92.  (*)  Oyopcf*  r.  WMer,  aB.^  Creu,  9^/ 
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doa  is,  were  they  authorised  to  entertain  such  a  claim.?       1|$$% 
If  ^ey  were^  the  extent  and  value  of  the  claun,  the  j^/ttf    c^nbcmf 
or  minus  of  the  allotment  goes  for  iK)thing9  the  commis-r      ^  ''''#^  --  ^ 
sioners  b^ng  the  sole  judges  of  the  proportions  to  be.        .^n/TV^ 
allotted)  and  any  mistake  or  unfairness  in  that  res^t 
beiqg  properly  the  subject  of  appeal  fron^  their  award.. 
The  Nori^am  Inclosure  Act  recites  as  facts  that  Strode. 
was  lord  of  the  manor  and  as  such  entitled  to  the  soil 
and  royalties  within  the  same;  that  he  was  also  lay 
rect<ir,  and  that  he  claimed  righ(  of  common  on  the 
waste  in  respect  of  the  soil  and  royalties ;  and  the  .coo(i- 
missioners  are  thereby  empowered  to  deal  with  all  Mr..^ 
Strod^s  rights*  We  have  it  then  as  a  fact  that  tbei;e  ^as^ 
held  by  the  lord  and  used  by  the  lofd^  «  warden ;«  us  if^i 
excluded  the  other  commoners  it  mighl  b^^  oirigin^^.an^ 
encroachmeDt,  but  it  was  a  right  claioiied  aod  epfpj^i 
by  the  oae  against  the  o^rs..  .The.  royalties  Jit.  4s  sij^c^^ 
are:  specially  reserv^)  tut.  the  reservation  f^rprpbi^lyitp^. 
bexwfined  to  majtters  ^fu94etmfffnern  wilih  tl)e  .#^[ 
minerals^  and  qoaifri^  spokeq  pf  m  Cjheiprec^^uUi  fl^,^h 
th^t  if^  loyalties  under  die  soil.       ;       ..  ,    ..,|.  .  ,  ,,^3.^ 

.It  is  unnecessary,  however^  to  copt^4  f^  tbe.|i^a^^^ 
of  waxren  was  a  royalty  at  all*  TQ,;make|^t[99,[tti^Qn^ 
mu^havlQ  been  a  royal  gri^nt.  If  it,  is.  ^f ked  wl)4]t  .wafj 
tbeimtture  of  the  right  of  warren;^  the.ansiir^.  is .fhz)^ 
it  waa^  ft. warren  atx  the  wast^  and  tbajt.ittQpjastitifte^)^ 
aidwa  which;  by  the  very  terms  of  the  inclosMn^^^^tbyi^ 
cpmcdS^smiers  wqre  empowered  ta  look  iutPi^^^ffs^ 
coiDpiensation  for^  Here»  then,  ia/ptn  allotment  ^ma^f^ 
toMn  Strode  in  respect  of  that  claimj  aad'the^  awaq]> 
is  ccmolusive.i^  toall  claims  Ji^  i;esp^.pf  wl)^<^  !tb«^ 
oommissiDners:  had  jurisdiction. .  TMpuripMffi  pWPPft 
poiol;  oixt.any  person  who  is  now  canppf^^^tq^^jfpHtfi 
itf  The  form  of  the  award  is  immaterial.  The  com- 
mk^ionen;  wore  at  liberty  ather  to  throw  IVf {:^  Stfo^fs 
compensation  into  three  allotmentSi  one  for  hb  rig^t  as 

3  A  4  lord. 


Sxmk; 
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18SS^  loitd»  anbtW  for  bis  right  as  lay  ractor,  and  a  ikird  Ur 
Qjfg^t^oMKi  ^^^  ^**  other  daima;  or  to  folbw  tho  coiicae  they  hmr$t 
o. '  adopted^  aad  findisg  two  ditftioct  rights  ckimed  by  him 
uadac  the  Jast  head^  namely,*  a  right  of  warren  and  a  ligbl 
of  comiaoiiy  to  moke  dtsUnct  allotments  for  each.  The 
objection  is  one  of  mere  formi  £»:  if  the  1012  acres  bad 
been  ipduded  in  the  allotment  given  to  the  lord  fcr  vH 
his  other  lights  and  claims»  no  possible  doubt  could  Jbava 
beeti  raised.  The  legislature  iias  notdireded  the  com^ 
miBsioners  in  allottiog  the  re^ae  to  giro  so  much  fcc 
one  ri^ht;aiid.so  much  lor  others*^ but  neither  lias  it 
forbidden  them :  and  as  they  were  not  controlled  in.  shat 
respect  by  tWaCt,  they  hate  followed  the  ceume  whick 
wai  ptobaitAy  most  convenient  for  all  parties. 


1834.  27ie  Lord  Chancellor,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the 

learned  Judges  who  assisted  him,  deli^red  the  following 
judgment:-—'  '  .    .- 

The  question  is,  whether  a  good  title  can  be  made<ta 
lot  No.  25.,  part  of  the  Northaw  estates,  lately  belong- 
ing 16  WiUitan  Slr^dSy  Esq.,  with  yetereode  to  the^powter 
of  tbeioommissioners  under  the  NarikwiP  Inolosucd  Aet^. 
patssed  in  the  Ibrty^hir^  year  of  George  S.,iand  1o  thej 
ibrmof  the  commissloujers' award.  <     ■ 

'•It  oppesfs  by  the  recitals  of  that  act^  that  Mr.  Sirddei 
w^  the  lord  bf*  tite  ibauor  of  NoriAawy  and  asaacb 
Idrd^^  Was  entitled  U>  dre.scut  and  royalties  of  and  witUia. 
the  safne;  th^t  as  ]gy'reot6i^  of  the  parish ihe-U'as  entitlocL 
tOifiR  tithed  both  great  and  small,  arising  widiin  the 
stLtne^  tind  that  lie  olkimed  right  of  comsaonsio  voipect 
df  lbfe<Sfl|d  soil  and  royalties  on  tlie  said  waste  land  and 
common. 

The 
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The  act  -then  procteds^.  afteif  providing  ibr  die  fi{r«'  <     188^1 
poiDttheotof  commissioners  and  the  deduotioniof  such, 
pari  of  the  waste  as  might  be  necessary  fi>r  liiglurayi^ 
roads,'  aiid'  dvaias,  to  direct  the  comaUBsioiiei^  to  aUbe* 
ami  'Award  unto  die  said   JViltum  Sinde^  as  kotd  of. 
the  said  manor,  as  a  oompensation  fdrtkOiSoiL'Ofi  ibe 
waste  land  «ad  common^  one  fnll  eigbtfeaib  part^qnso^'  1 
titymdqoality  considered,  ofalltbe  residue  £iftheisaid:<) 
waste  land  and  common  aver  andebove  and  'exeluslire': 
of  Che  allotments  thereiDaftep  to  bei-fl3ade,;and  ibs  mfeii 
equivalent  £>r  his  -right  of  common  tbereon,  end  also  as 
a  compensation  ibr  bis  impropriate  tithes^  one.  iiighth.i 
part  of  the  residue  6f  the  snid  w^ste  land  and  comiwop.^ . 
and  then  to  set  out  and  divide  aUtbe  residue: of .tb^/ 
said  waste  land  and  common  unto  and  amongst  the  said 
William  Strode  and  the  sevel**!  other  persc^n^bavijig^fmy 
right  of  common  upon  such  waste  land  and  common,  iu 
proportion  to  their  respective  claims. 


J^ftWt  tM  C9p^fmss<9.n^^.  by .  theiji-  ,^w^rd^ .  4ft^^.  Ml®  • 
29th  of  August  1806,  made  four  distinct  aIIotrv^j[^s,,tp,,- 
Mr.  Sh'odCf  in  respect  of  four  distinct  rights  or  claims 

'.^  I'  "'  .  .\  .'  •  ■  >  •••  "  '  •'  ',  n  /fi.'i  ...  ,  .»/  I'.i 
f  Fivstt  Aey  allot  :to>lDim  and  Uh  heirs- a  pi^^  of  ^ee-i.* 
lu>kl.  fauul^  looiltainiog  rl02'  acres, :  ^titinely  .fiurnoundlPS ^ 
the  •  Win  reneu'^  house  hndgaEdea,.  iki^jbiqb^heyidft^l^^ei^rQf 
be  in  compensation  for  ali.his.ri^(r  .Ml^i9<i4:i^f)i^^^!l: 
in  the  said  warren.  Secondly,  they  make  an  allotment 
ta.bihi  of; 6 la*  .3rv.3U,p*  which  tjh§y  4kf^Wf^M)^\f^  ftil 
abmpeasaiion  ibr^U  his  i^igUtand  intijreiitt  U^i^tidle  Vb^ 
sDili  b£  tiie.ctmHnon  .ondi.'Waste  igiroiiBitd  iiui^the^psvisU^^i^ 
NatiAnWri  .Thirdly*  they  nlloii  to  bim,ia^.UyitfeptQVi:-t^'l*i 
pi«^eadf:tre^Jioldiaod>.con|U»»i9g4ogrtbi?r  JT.Rft-  ilCpu 
tberaiii'  descubsdy  ^wfaiob  |tbey,deQl&xe  tpJdef^ifuU  PQPIt^ 
^^iii.  1;..^.  .>;•  .  •'  .  .*,    -::;  :.  ;  .,,-  h.    .^  j;.ih  Ui-,  Ijppniisl^dsi. 
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peBymtion  to  him  for  all  his  impric^riitte  tithes  mtbia 
the  pari§h«  And,  fiMirthly,  they  divide^  set  ctatp  and 
aUot  to  the  said  WUUam  StrodCf  an<^  the  other  pro* 
prietors  reqieotively^  all  the  reMcfaie  of  the  lands  and 
grounds  directed  to  be  inclosed^  which  they  declare  Uy 
be  a  compensation  for  their  several  and  re^)ective  rigfata; 
of  conm^ODy  and  other  their  rights  and  interests  therein  9 
and  after  describing  paitinularly  the  diffiirent  allotmoits 
made  to  the  said  William  Strode,  thc|y  declare  them  to 
be  a  full  compensation  to  him  **  for  all  his  right,  title, 
and  interest  in  and  to  all  the  lands  and  grounds  wishm 
thassrid  parish  of  Nartka^D,  directed  to  be  dindadand* 
inclosed/' 

« 

No  question  can  arise  in  this  case  as  to  the  allotments 
seqondly  and  thirdly  and  iascly  above  made^  for  there 
can.be  no  doubt  that  the  commissioners  had  the  ri^t 
to  give,  and  that  they  have  accordingly  given  to  Mr«  ' 
jS6*ch2^  allotmjents  for  his  rigijit  of  soil,  as  lord  of  the 
manor,  ipr  his  impropriate  (itbes,  as  lay  rector,  and  for  . 
hie  rights  of  common  and  other  rights  in  respeet  of  jm 
lands  within  the  parish. 

But  the  question  is,  whether  the  commissiQ^rs  had., 
any  authorjity  to  make  the  first  alJotineQt  tp  him  &r  and,, 
in  li^  of  his  right,  title,  and  interest  to  and  in. the 
warr^;  and. we  think  that^  upon  the  due  conscrnct^on  of 
the  ac|i^  tbe/cqinmissianers  had  n0  audiori^  to  mak^  s^^ . 
allotment,  and,  consequendy,  that^  so  far  as  depends  on. 
the  power  cf  the  commissioners  under  the  act  of  parlia- 
nieni«.  Mr.  Strode  cannot  make  a.good  title  to  such  allnt- 
n^entt    The  prewe  form  of  the  claims  sent  in  by,  Mr*. 
Stn^haa  not  been  brought  before  the  Court;  but  Ipo^ 
ing;tp4:he  allotment  first  made,  there  can  be  little  doubt 
that  onp  of  the  claims  was. for  a.  compensation  for;tbe. 
right  of  ^0rfipi  over  the  waste  If^nd  and  oQmyanon.iwiiMrb^: 

was 


STffOttlt 
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was  to  be  divided  under  the  ect,  or  some  part  thereof;        IS^* 
for  the  form  of  the  allotment  is  •*  a  piece  of  freehold    q^^^u^^^h 
labd  entirely  surrounding  the  warrener's  hoAse  and  9* 

garden/*  which  they  declare  to  be  in  co^ensation  for 
<<all  his  right,  title,  and  interest  in  the  said  warren.*^ 
The  award  itself  shews  that  there  had  been  a  house 
upon  the  waste  Itnown  as  the  warrener's  house  and  gar- 
den, and  the  allotment  was  evidently  g;ivea  as  a  com^ 
pensation  for  a  claim  of  warren. 

The  first  pointy  Aerefore,  to  be  ascertained  iS)  whe- 
ther a  right  of  warrett  was  a  right  which  it  was  intended 
the  commissioners  should  have  authority  under  the  dct 
to  extinguish. 

The  I'ighi  of  warren  in  its  prc^r  seMe  ii  a  pri¥ili^ 
distiviet  fSrom  the  land,  a  privilege  which  a  tnan  claims 
by  grant  or  prescription  to  have  beasts  of  warren  in  hi^  ^ 
lands  or  demesnes,  ^  ita  quoad  nulius  intret  ad  fugan- 
dum  vel  ad  capiendum  quod  ad  Wahrenam  pertinet'*' 
(2  Rd.  Abt.  8190     Such  a  right  was,  therefore,  in  the  ' 
common  use  of  that  word,  a  royalty  belonging  to  Mr. 
Strode  either  by  prescription  or  grant,  as  lord  of  the 
manor,  over  the  common  or  part  of  the  common  or 
waste  lands  intended  to  be  inclosed.     It  appears,  in- 
deed, by  the  recitals  of  the  act,  that  Mr.  Strodd  claimed 
some  royalties,  and  the  recital  further  states,  perhaps 
somewhat  Ihaccurately,  that  he  claimed  right  of  common  ' 
in  respect  of  the  royalties  as  well  as  the  soil; 

Now,  that  the  commissioners  had  no  direct  authority' 
to  give  aft  allotment  as  a  compensation  ibr  a  royalty, ' 
appears  by  the  enumeration  already  made  of  the  aulho- 
ritieii  eonfttred  upon  them  by  the  act,  amongsft  which 
there  is  no  mention  of  a  power  to  grant  such  com^ ' 
pensation;  and  itappeans  still  ferther  from  the  saving 

clause 
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,  28Sf4.        cladse  in  the  act,  that  it  was  not  the  intention  that  the 
dASA^iAJoa     ''^y^'^^^*  should  be  extinguished;  for  by  that  clause  the 
v..         gei^^niory  and  royalties  Ai*e  reserved  to  the  lord,  with 
xaoDE.       pii-tlcular  provisions  in  respect  of  tlie  exercise  of  the 
r()yaUy  of  inines. 

"  But  it  has  be^n  argued  on  the  part  of  the  sellers, 
that  it  Is  not  necessary  to  consider  the  warren  as  a 
^royalty,  but  that  it  may  be  well  understood  to  inean,  in 
common  parlance,  a  place  in  which  rabbits  or  other 
anirtalfe  bf  Warren  are  kept  It  does  not;  hbwfever,  ap- 
pekt  to  us  t^at  the  difficulty  is  removed  by ^uch  an  16- 
tef^pretation.  '  For  if  the  word  **  warren  '*  is  used  by  the 
cdmrhtssibners  til  thdr  a\tard  as  applied  to  a  portion  of 
%4  comirtoh  br  waste  land,  in  which  the  lord  '6f  the 
manor  claith^dt'lmd  exercised  tbe  right  cf  having  rabbit 
burrows  on  the  surface,  the  soil  of  such  common  or 
wasti^  Hiitdf  being  already  inthe  lord,  it  is  Still  neces^ry 
ti  sHe\/nhder  ivhat  Ipower  ih  the  act  the  comtaissibneiis 
extinguished  the  right  of  the  other  commoners  over  tfti^ 
l^art  of  the"  common. '  For  iht  AWArd  caimbt  gfvfe  ii  titlfe 
id  allotments  iH  respect  bf '  rights,  which  are  libt  ttutho- 
Wi^d'to'be  extltigui^^d  utider  the  powens  conlerrefl  ty 
th6act.    '■'/'"■" 

Th6  cTebisi6n,  therefore,  of  (he  Court  of  Common 
Pk^s  in  the  case  of  Phillips  v.  Maitd[a)y  does  liot  apply 
'to  tlie  pi'eselit  case.  In  that  case  no  other  jxrint  was 
decided,  tlVah  that  It  was  unnecessary  for  the  party  ^who 
claimed  a  right  of  common  which  had  been  allotted  to 
'hfhfi  by  the  commissSoners  nnder  an  incJosure  act  6ver 
a  certaifi' limited  iricfosure,  as  a  compedsatiort' fiir  a 
'right  of  tromrnori  over  a  larger  wn^e,  to  statfc  ra  his 
plcrfdirtj^s  hrs  title  to  his  origttial  right  of  common ;  for 


as  siic^  titlp  had  not  been  disputed  ip  th^  njocje.pre-        IS^f* 
scribed  by  th^  act,  it  was  held  that  it  ipust  be  taken  to     ^AgXij^j^ 
be  admitted  by  nil  who  were  parties  to  the  award.     But  v/'^ 

here  the  objection  is  widely  different;  U  lies  uppn  th^  .;T"°°*' 
surface  of  the  award,  the  commissioners  halving  ^ft.dy[u- 
dicated  an  allotment  in  respect  of  a  right  for  which  the 
stiitute  gave  them  no  authority  to  grant  any  fpij^pi^ns- 
ation.  It  jippears,  therefore,  that  th^  allotment  as^^ 
compensation  for  the  right  of  warren,  i^  tp  be  ponsider^^ 
as  if  the  portion  of. waste  land  whereof.it  .C9n5ist3  ha<J 
not  been  allotted  at  all ;  and  if  this  yere  the  case,  the 
ri^presentatives  of  Mr.  Strode^  in  respect  of  his  right  of 
soil,  wpuld  be  entitled  to  one  eighdi  pjart  pnly  of  the 
102 'acres  comprised  in  that  allotmeot  in  respect, qf  bis 
impropriate  titlies,  and  the  propriet9rs.,bj^yiflg  right  of 
i?ommon  (including  Mr.  Strode)^  to  all  the  rest,     ,,.,.. 

.It, may  be. said  .that  Mi\  Strode's  r\g]iti%Q^}h^,^o)}. 
having  existed  before  the  J^ct  of  parli^inept,  .Ijjs  title  t;^ 
,the  ^pil.is  ind^pwdent  pf  t^ie.AVvard,  ^incj.  that,  all  rjgl^ts 
of:  .common  oyer  it  have  been  extinguished  by*  the  99x11- 
pepsatipa  receiyed  by  the  cpmmoiji^r^  under  the  .award. 
But  if  the  commoners  on  their  p^rt  have  rec^iv^d  cqm- 
pensation  for  all  their  rights  of  common  over  th^  IQ2 
acres  in  question,  Mr.  Strode  has  also  on  bis  part  re- 
ceived compensation  for  all  his  iright.ofsoil  inthei^ame 
po^rtion  pf  the  waste.  The  compensatipn  tp  both,  hpvf- 
everjjtia?  beei>  made  out  of  a.fpnd,  a  portion  of.  wbiph 
i;etpain9  ^udisppsedpf  by  any  legalaijitl^orityt.       ;.     ;^ 

,  4^ jHiny  ]^e. di%ult,  practically  spet^king,,  tO; ppipt^oqt 
nn3'  mpcje  by  .which  Mr»  Stroke's  repcej^entajtiYe?  i*f^/h,is 
tim^i  af;er  ^n  adverse  enjoyment  since  1SP6,  5:pu^d,b;e 
disturbed  ^  thp  exclusive  ,pos$e$JMpn  ^pf!  tji^^  land;  co.iu- 
^prised  in  the  allotment,  but  still,  upon  the  question 
whether  Mr.  Strode  Acquired  a  title  to  this  allotmen 

under 
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18S4.  ooder  the  commissioners*  nward,  we  think  that  no  fueh 

1,  ^'   -^  title  was  acquired. 

CaSAMAJOE  ^ 


8tbodb. 


Jtf6.2i,22.  The  purchaser  having  been  released  from  his  pur* 

The  Court  chase  of  lot  25,  in   consequence  of  tliis  decision,   a 

motion  deter-  motion  was  now  made  on  his  behalf»  that  he  might  alao 

mine  whether  ^^  released  from  his  contract  as  to  lot  SO.     The  motion 

severs!  lots 

forming  part  was  supported  by  affidavits  verifying  the  facts  on  which 

^d'iwMht  at  ^^^  application  was  grounded.     These  facts  arc  sufB- 

the  same  sate  ciently  stated  in  the  judgment;  in  which  also  the  autho- 

ciiascr,are"or  "ties  referred  to  on  both  sides  are  all  mentioned  and 

are  not  so  in-  considered, 
timatel^  con- 
nected id  use 

*"**  !T^:.u  Sir  £.  Sugden^  for  the  motion, 

ment,  that  the  ^      ^ 

failure  of  title  . 

foraura  dl'"  ^'^  Solicitor-General  (Mr.  Pepys)  and  Mr.  Knigid^ 

fence  against  contra. 
specific  per- 
formance as  to  tbe  rest.    Such  an  objection  raises  a  question  of  factSy  which  oogbt 
either  to  be  put  in  issue  upon  the  pleadings,  or  be  the  subject  of  inve«t^tioa  upoo 
a  special  reference  to  the  Master. 


March  A.         The  LoRD  CHANCELLOR  (after  stating  the  effect  of 
the  previous  proceedings) : 

This  is  an  application  by  Mr.  Drake  to  be  discbaxged 
from  his  contract  for  the  purchase  of  lot  SO,  not  upon 
the  ground  of  any  of  the  various  objections  already  dis* 
cussed  and  disposed  of;  bnt  simply  on  the  ground  that 
inasmuch  as  lot  25  is  gone,  and  lot  50  was  purchased 
Bttbaequently  to  lot  25,  and  has  not,  like  the  latter,  any 
mansion  or  buildings  upon  it,  but  consists  merely  of 
fifty-eight  acres  of  laud,  the  one  cannot  be  conveniently 
Occupied  and  enjoyed  without  the  other;  the  argument 
being,  that  as  the  purchaaer  never  would  have  bought 

lot 
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lot   SO  but  for  his  having  bought  and  expected  to     '.JLBS4. 

possess  lot  25f  he  should,  therefore,  also  be  released 

from  his  contractas  to.lot.30.  « The- objections  hitherto 

urged  against  the  title  to  lot  SO  were  primary  objec- 

tkm,  not  if^ffendn^g  at  all  on  the  h^vinj^  or  ndt  llating 

k>t  934    A  secon^rjr  BBd  detivative  obgeetion  is  now 

made  Ihat  the  two  lots  were  coime<itkd;  and  that,  the 

ikitHract  for  lot  30  dependrng  on  the  cbntraet  for  lot 

9Bf  both  contracts  mast  be  taken  as  one,  and  held  to 

be  now  at  an  end. 

'  No  sudt  objection  to  the  compl^ton  of  the  contract 
was  urged  before  the  Master.  The  only  objectionsi  to 
the  title  to  lot  SO  were  either  those  taken  to  it  in 
common  with  lot  25 — as  that  th^  commissioners  under 
the  Inclosure  Act  had  not  duly  qualified,  &c. ;  or  that 
sixteen  Btresj  parcel  of  it,  were  not  well  identified ;  and 
that  the  land  tax  on  those  sixteen  acres  was  not  shewn 
t^  be  redeemed.  It  Biay  be  obeenred  in  passing,  that 
llie  present  objection  might  have  been  taken  prospec- 
tively, and,  as  it  were,  contingendy,  for  it  might  have 
been  urged,  first,  that  the  title  -was  liable  to  the  fore- 
going primary  objections,  and  independently  of  the  title 
to  lot  25  being  found  good  or  bad ;  and  next,  that  at 
all  events,  if  no  title  to  lot  25  could  be  made,  lot  SO 
waa-sQ  oomi^cated  with  it  as  to  be  untenable  if  lot  25 
W9S  not  oblsuned.  For  che  present  purpose,  however,  it 
is  enou^  that  this  objection  has  never  been  made  tb^ 
fubJQOt  of  regular  investigaticn ;  it  has  not  been  taken 
by  way  of  answer  to  a  bill  calling  for  a  ^ectfic  perform-^ 
ance  (which  the  present  bill  was  not)  so  as  to  be  put  in 
lasue^  which  i$  one  aaode  of  raising  die  question ;  nor 
biM.  it. been  made  the  ground  of  objection  before  the 
Master  upon  a  reference  of  title.  It  is  only  suggested 
by  argumepls  and  observatiiKis  arising  upon  affidavfts 
lu  the  cause,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  cannot  in  this 

form 
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1834.        form  be  gocoessfully  used  by  a  purchaser  sedting  to  be 
let  off  from  his  contract. 

Although  this  is  enough  to  dispose  of  the  preaeot 
motion,  yet  the  importance  of  the  question  which  it 
raises,  in  a  country  where  so  many  sales  in  lots»  by 
auction  and  otherwise,  are  continually  taking  place, 
and  the  conflicting  doctrines  which  have  been  some- 
times ventilated  upon  the  subject,  induce  me  to  enter 
a  little  further  into  the  discussion. 

Lord  Kenyan  is  reported  to  have  held  at  Nisi  Ptius,  that 
where  a  party  purchases  several  distinct  lots  at  a  sale, 
(in  the  case  before  him  it  was  houses),  and  a  tide  to  one 
of  the  lots  cannot  be  made,  the  purchaser  is  at  liberty  to 
repudiate  the  whole,  so  that  he  shall  be  loose  as  to  the 
other  lots,  while  the  seller  is  fast;  and  this  upon  the 
supposition  that  the  whole  contract  is  necessarily  entire; 
Chambers  v.  GrvffUlts.  {a)  That  this  is  not  a  sound 
doctrine  at  law  any  more  than  in  equity,  I  hold  to  be 
very  clear.  Lord  Eldoji  is  said  to  have  expressed  a 
similar  opinion  in  Drewe  v.  Hanson  {b\  but  if  so,  it  has 
escaped  the  reporter.  The  proposition  is,  indeed, 
in  some  measure  sanctioned  by  a  faint  dictum^  for  it  is 
nothing  more,  in  Boyer  \.  Blacktoell  (c),  where^  upon  a 
suggestion  at  the  bar  that  as  the  purchaser  had  taken 
contiguous  lots  in  confidence  of  having  both,  he  ought 
to  have  an  option  of  opening  the  biddings  as  to  the 
one,  if  the  other  were  taken  from  him,  the  reporter 
says,  "  The  Court  inclined  to  think  this  reasonable,  but 
the  purchaser  chose  to  keep  the  other  lots."  This  clearly 
proves  nothing;  the  case  of  James  v.  Shore  {d)^  before 
Jjord  EUenborough^  is  distinctly  contrary  to  Chambers  v. 

Griffiihs^ 

{a)  1  Esp.  150.  (  c)  5  AmUCSS. 

{b)  6  Vet.  67 S.  (,/)  1  SUrk.-kiS  . 
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Griffiths^  which  was  also  plainly  overruled  in  a  late  case  1834>. 
in  the  King's  Bench,  of  Boots  v.  Lord  Dormer,  {a)  It 
is  to  be  observed  that,  in  neither  of  these  cases,  was 
Chambers  v.  Griffiths  cited;  a  circumstance  strongly  con- 
firming a  suspicion  suggested  by  the  very  inaccurate 
reference  to  Pode  v.  Shergold^  that  the  report  of  Chant" 
bers.  Vm  GriffUhs  is  not  to  be  relied  upon. 

\{'LoxAKentfon*s  reported  opinion,  but  which  be  pro- 
bably never  held,  carried  the  rule  so  much  too  far  in 
favour  of  the  purchaser,  perhaps  an  opinion  ascribed  U> 
Lord  EldoHj  and  mentioned  in  Sir  Edward  Sfigden*s 
Treatise  on  Vendors  and  Purchasers^  and  in  the  note  to 
Mqffk/  V.  Shallcross  {b\  carries  the  rule  almost  as  far  the 
other  way  —  that  the  purchasers  of  different  lots  are  not 
to  be  connected  together,  unless  there  has  been  an 
understanding  that  the  buyer  should  not  take  any  if  he 
could  not  have  all.  Clearly  such  an  understanding  will 
suffice  to  blend  the  whole  into  one  contract;  but  it  seems 
equally  clear  that  the  same  complication  may  be  ef- 
fected, or  rather  evidenced,  without  any  such  under- 
standing; that  is,  without  any  express  agreement  to 
this  efifect.  It  is  a  question  of  circumstances ;  the  lots 
may  be  connected  from  their  nature;  it  may  be  shewn 
that  the  purchase  of  the  one  was  made  with  reference  to 
the  other.  A  mere  suggestion  of  the  party,  a  mere 
statement  of  his  inclination,  or  fancy,  will  not  be  suffi- 
cient; nor  may  the  proof  of  any  thing  of  a  private 
nature,  not  known  to  the  vendor,  suffice;  but  where^ 
upon  matters  known  to  both  parties,  he  can  ground  his 
proof  that  the  one  transaction  was  dependent  on  the 
other,  he  complicates  the  two,  so  as  to  make  the  con- 
tract one,  although  there  may  have  been  no  express 
statement  that  he  was  to  take  none  if  he  might  not  have 

all. 
{a)  4  J9.  4*  AdoL  77.  (A)  4  Mad.  927. 

Vol.  II.  S  B 
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1884:  all.  It  is  farther  to  be  ohserred^  that  Lord  Eldan  de- 
cided contrary  to  the  opinion  referred  to  in  JBr  parte 
Tilda,,  (a) 

An  examioation  of  the  aathorities  will  lead  to  the 
conclusion  that  this  is  the  sound  principle-*- placed  in 
the  mean  between  the  two  extreme  opinions  ascribed  to 
the  learned  Judges,  whose  names  have  been  mentioned, 
and  will  confirm  the  grounds  upon  which  I  have  stated 
it  as  my  opinion,  that  the  dmivatiTe  oliyectioD  now 
taken  cannot  be  allowed  to  prevail  without  a  more  full 
inquiry. 

Upon  the  greater  nnoiber  of  the  cases  ciled  in  sop* 
port  of  the  motion,  Mr.  Solicitor-General  observed 
that,  as  they  related  to  the  question  of  opening  biddings^ 
they  had  no  application.  In  that  iibservation  I  do- 
not  agree.  If  the  decisions  are  founded  upon  similar- 
objections  to  the  one  raised  here ;  if  they  shew  that  the 
purchaser  of  a  lot  on  which  the  biddings  are  not  opened 
is  let  off,  because,  having  but  one,  he  needs  not  take  the 
other  on  account  of  certain  circumstances  connecting 
the  two  together,  undoubtedly  those  decisions  are  strictly 
in  point;  for  the  purchaser,  but  for  the  order  releasing 
him,  would  be  bound  to  take  the  lot  on  which  the 
biddings  had  not  been  opened. 

Bqffiy  V.  8hallcros${b)  is  not  at  all  decisive  of  a  ques- 
tion like  the  present.  The  purchase  there  was  of  two 
sevenths  of  an  estate,  in  one  lot;  and  if  a  title  could 
only  be  made  to  one  seventh,  the  purchaser  had  clearly 
not  got  that  which  he  desired  to  have,  viz.  two  sevenths; 
and  no  proof  was  requisite  to  shew  that  the  part  with, 
and  the  part  without  title  were  complicated  together,  so 

as 
(a)  4  Afad,  287.  n.  (b)  4  Mmd.  sa7. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  T«7 

as  to  make  the  purchase  joint  (for  the  parts  were  un«  I8S4. 
divided  parts^  and  were  in  one  lot),  even  more  than  if  a 
title  could  only  have  been  made  to  half  the  number  of 
acres  in  one  lot.  Accordingly  the  decree^  as  given  by 
Mr.  Beli  (a),  sets  forth  their  lying  in  one  lot  as  the 
ground  of  the  decision.  The  principle  adverted  to, 
rather  iban  laid  down,  in  Price  v.  Price  (b)^  cannot 
certainly  be  assumed  as  furnishing  an  inflexible  rule; 
namely,  that  where  one  lot  has  been  bought  before  an- 
other, and  the  title  to  the  first  &ils,  the  purchaser  shall 
be  let  off  from  the  second  purchase,  upon  the  ground 
that  it  mast  be  concluded  he  vrotaid  not  have  botigbt  the 
second  had  he  not  reckoned  on  having  the  first.  This 
circumstance  of  the  one  purchase  by  the  same  party 
being  subsequent  to  the  other,  may  often,  no  doubt,  be 
the  ground  of  a  very  strong  presumption;  buC  many 
cases  may  be  ^ured  in  which  it  would  prove  nothing 
at  all.  The  Court  can  only  have  treated  it  as  a  circun^ 
stance  tending  to  shew  the  connection  of  the  two  con- 
tracts. The  application,  there,  was  not  on  the  motion 
of  the  purchaser,  but  in  consequence  of  tlie  Court  being 
moved  to  open  the  biddings. 

Poole  V.  SkergM{c)  was  decided  by  Lord  Kemforif 
whose  judgment  is  best  reported  by  Mr.  Cox.  To  two 
lots  no  title  could  be  made;  the  purchaser  was,  of  course, 
let  off  as  to  those,  and  then  he  insisted  on  being  also 
released  from  his  purchase  of  the  others,  as  to  which 
the  Master  had  only  reported  that  the  case  was  one  for 
compensation.  Lord  Kenyan^  however,  decreed  him  to 
take  all  but  the  two  to  which  the  title  was  defective^ 
observing,  at  the  same  time,  that  the  Court  had  gone 
great  lengths  in  compelling  parties  to  proceed  with  their 

purchases, 

(a)  2  Bro.  C.  a  1  IS.n.  (c)  2  Bro.  C  C.  lis.     1  Coj, 

{b)  1  Sm.^Slu,5S6.  275. 

SB  2 
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purchases,  but  that  he  clearly  thought  a  case  might  be 
made  where  want  of  title  to  a  part  might  be  a  sufficient 
reason  for  putting  an  end  to  the  whole  contract;  and  he 
mentioned,  in  terms  of  strong  reprobation,  the  case 
before  Sir  Thomas  Sewell^  where,  although  no  title 
could  be  made  to  that  part  of  the  estate  which  was  the 
principal  object  in  making  the  agreement,  the  purchaser 
was  forced  to  complete  his  contract  as  to  the  rest*  His 
Lordship  added,  however,  that  in  the  case  before  him 
he  was  bound  to  suppose  there  was  no  such  connection 
or  complication  between  the  lots;  plainly  because,  as 
the  Plaintiff's  counsel  had  argued,  the  report  was  silent 
upon  the  subject 


In  KnatchbuU  v.  Qrueber  {a\  where  the  want  of  tide 
to  twelve  acres  in  a  purchase  of  700,  was  held  enough 
to  set  the  buyer  free,  those  twelve  acres  were  so  near 
the  mansion  house,  being  opposite  the  park  gate,  that 
they  were  essential  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  estate;  and 
besides,  as  they  contained  brick  earth,  they  wece  not 
unlikely  to  be  built  upon.  The  evidence  in  the  cause, 
it  must  he  observed,  had  here  been  taken  expressly  as 
to  the  point  whether  or  not  the  possession  of  that  piece 
of  land  was  essential  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  rest;  and, 
therefore,  there  was  no  occasion  to  direct  an  inquiry 
before  the  Master.  From  the  report  of  Lord  EUon^s 
judgment  when  the  case  came  before  htm  upon  ap- 
peal (&),  it  is  clear  that,  though  he  affirmed  the  decree 
upon  another  ground,  he  inclined  to  think  the  twelve 
acres  material ;  but  it  is  important  to  remark  that  his 
Lordship  dwells  upon  the  fact  of  this  materiality  having 
been  put  in  issue.  He  says,  indeed,  that  he  ^^  apprehends 
the  Court  is  not  always  bound  to  send  this  point  to  the 

Master, 


(a)  1  MadA55. 


(*)  3  Mer.  124. 
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Master,  but  may  decide  for  itself  if  the  evidence  before  1834. 
it  is  sufficient  to  enable  it  to  do  so."  In  another  part  ^  »  *J 
of  the  judgment  he  says,  that  '*  the  nature  of  the  land  v. 

is  not  so  put  in  issue  as  to  enable  the  Court  to  de-  Strode. 
termine  as  to  its  materiality."  No  one  can  read  that 
judgment  and  think  that  Lord  Eldon  would  have  dis* 
posed  of  tlie  question  of  letting  off  a  purchaser  on  ac- 
count of  matters  not  put  in  issue  (and  consequently 
not  investigated)  either  by  the  answer  or  by  the  depo- 
sitions»  and  on  which  there  had  been  no  reference  to 
the  Master. 

In  Dalby  v.  PuUen  (a)  the  question  of  tide  arose  in  a 
suit  to  establish  a  will,  and  as  to  one  of  the  points  there 
discussed^  the  letting  off  a  purchaser  of  a  lot,  to.  one 
undivided  seventh  of  which  a  title  could  not  l^  made, 
it  is  only  a  repetition  of  Rqffiy  v.  Shallcross,  The  rest; 
of  the  case  shews  strongly  that  the  present  application 
cannot  be  granted  without  further  .inquiry.  In  thai 
case  the  Master  having  upon  a  reference  reported  ii^ 
favour  of  the  title,  and  the  money  being  directed  to  be 
paid  into  Cattrt,  all  necessary  parties  were  oijdered 
to  join  in  tlie  conveyance.  The  title,  however,  wa^ 
complicated,  and  a  considerable  time  elopsed  before 
the  conveyance  could  be  completed,  and  on  the  eve  of 
the  deeds  being  executed,  a  claim  adverse  to  the  tes- 
tator's title  was  set  up,  and  on  the  ground  of  this  claim  a 
motion  was  made  to  discharge  the  purchaser.  The  affi- 
davits stated  the  nature  of  the  claim,  and  nothing  cer- 
tainly could  be  more  dear  if  the  facts  were  true;  for 
the  testator's  title  was  only  as  heir-at-law  of  his  brother^ 
five  years  older  than  himself,  and  the  new  claimant  wasr 
stated  to  be  the  son  of  an  intermediate  brother.     It  was 

fuither 

(a)  3  Sim.  29. 
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18S4*  further  sworn  on  the  purchaser's  part,  that  the  Plaintiflr 
had  stated  his  baTing  been  inrormed  ten  years  ago  by 
his  solicitor  of  an  heir-at-law  other  than  the  testator 
being  in  existence*  In  answer  to  these  affidavits,  the 
Plaintiff's  solicitor  only  swore  that  at  the  time  of  pre* 
paring  the  abstracts  he  believed  the  testator  to  be  the 
heir-at-law  of  his  elder  brother,  and  that  he  had  at  that 
time  never  heard  it  questioned ;  and  he  added  circum- 
stances which  had  confirmed  him  in  that  belief.  A  case 
more  clear  than  this,  as  it  stood  upon  the  affidavits,  is 
hardly  to  be  conceived.  In  fact,  the  purchaser's  affi« 
davits  were  wholly  uncontradicted,  and  yet  the  Court 
referred  it  back  to  the  Master,  with  a  direction  to  re- 
ceive such  further  evidence  as  the  parties  might  think 
fit  to  adduce,  although,  with  the  exception  that  a  good 
title  had  been  reported  before  the  discovery  of  the 
adverse  claim,  Dalby  y.  PuUen  was  a  stronger  case  than 
the  present  for  calling  upon  the  Court  to  decide  wkfaoat 
a  further  reference*  It  was  a  case  too  into  which  finaud 
entered  somewhat  largely* 

It  may  therefore  be  concluded,  that  in  determining 
whether  a  purchaser  who  fails  to  obtain  a  good  title  to 
one  lot,  shall  be  let  off  from  his  contract  for  another, 
the  whole  circumstances  may  be  examined  in  order  to 
prove  that  the  two  contracts  are  one,  by  shewing  that 
the  two  parcels  are  complicated  together,  and  that  upon 
the  whole  transaction  the  Court  will  determine  as  a  jury 
would,  the  question,  did  or  did  not  the  party  purchase 
the  one  with  reference  to  the  other ;  would  he  or  would 
he  not  have  taken  the  one^  bad  he  not  reckoned  upon 
also  having  the  other. 

The  objection  may  be  raised  by  being  put  directly  in 
issue,  or  it  may  be  raised  before  the  Master,  according 

to 
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to  tbe  natare  of  the  suit,  but  it  cannot  be  raised  and  dis-  1834. 
posed  of  upon  motion.  Nor  is  it  any  exception  to  this 
rule,  that  where  biddings  are  opened  against  the  pur- 
chaser (as  in  Price  v.  Price)^  he  may  move  to  be  relieved 
from  his  contract.  In  that  case  the  purchaser  does  not 
take  the  objection  by  way  of  motion,  as  he  seeks  to  do 
here;  but  he  is  called  upon  to  meet  a  motion  against 
htm  in  respect  of  one  lot,  which  motion  he  resists* 
Failing  in  his  resistance,  he  has  no  other  course  left 
but  to  apply  for  his  discharge  from  the  rest  of  his  en- 
gagement* 

Mr.  Drake  cannot,  therefore,  have  bis  present  appli- 
cation granted;  but  he  may  carry  in  his  new  and 
secondary  objection  to  the  Master. 


The  reference  to  the  Master  was  not  prosecuted,  the 
parties  having  come  to  an  arrangement,  by  which  the 
purchaser  was  released  from  his  contract  as  to  lot  SO* 
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JfS4.  HARDMAN  v.  ELLAMES. 

Feb,  1.  5. 

A  plea,  Uiat    rpHE  PlaintifF  by  bis  bill  claimed  a  moiety  of  ceitaia 
Plaintiff  ac-  *  estates  in  the  possession  of  the  Defendant  Eilames^ 

crued  in  1759,  as  heir  at  law  of  the  testator  John  Hardman^  under  aa 

and  that  the        .  .  .    ,      .      ,         -„     ^    . 

possession  of   ultimate  remamder  m  the  will  of  the  testator,  expectant 

the  ^tatcs       ^p^u  ^jj^  deaths  of  the  testator's  nephews  John  Hard'- 
bad  been,  ever     ^  .  .  ,  . 

since,  adverse  mati  and  James  Hardman  successively,  withoat  issue, 

^uftoS^^  his  own  right  heirs;  and  EUames,  by  the  leave  of 

persons  the  Court,  put  in  two  pleas  to  the  bill, 

through  whom 
he  claimed, 

was  over-  The  case  is  reported  in  5  Shu  640,  where  the  materiid 

ruled,  because    „  ^  i     i  mi  ^^     i 

it  did  not        allegations  of  the  bill  are  set  forth, 
state  the  par- 
ticular facts 
on  which  the        The  Vice-Chancellor  over-ruled  both  pleas,  and  the 

as  constituting 

possession;  ^^^  ^'  Stigden  and  Mr.  Booths  in  support  of  the  pleas. 

and,  therefore, 

the  Plaintiff         The  first  plea  is,  that  the  title  stated  by  the  Plaintiff 

know  what       ^cc^'u^d  in  1759,  and  that  there  has  been  possession 

case  he  had  to  adverse  to  the  PlaintifF  ever  since.    One  objection  taken 

™  A  plea  of      ^y  ^^^  other  side  was,  that  adverse  possession  was  not  a 

adverse pos-     sufficiently  definite  and  technical  expression;  but  that 
session  to  a  .       .  .     ,  r        i      t       i  nx 

bill  charging     expression  is  recognised  as  a  term  of  art  by  Lord  Mans- 

that  the  De-     fi^i^  a^j  ^y  Mr.  Justice  Aston  in  Doe  \.  Prosser,  (a) 
fendanthasm*^    „_,        .    "^  ,  ,  *,      t 

his  custody       **  What  is  adverse  possession  or  ouster,    says  Mr.  J. 
documents  ^ ,,.,., 

shewing  the  ^^'''* 

Plaintiff''s  («)  Coicp.  217. 

title>  must  be 
accompanied  by  an  answer  denying  that  charge. 

If  a  Defendant  io  his  answer  states  the  effect  of  documents  admitted  to  be  in  his 
possession,  but  for  his  greater  certainty  craven  leave  to  refer  to  the  documents 
themselves  when  produced,  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  move  for  their  production, 
although  the  answer  positively  swears  that  thev  form  part  of  the  Defendant's  title, 
and  in  no  way  assist  or  make  out  the  title  of  the  Plaintiff. 
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jlsUm  in  that  case,  *'  if  the  uninterrupted  receipt  of  the  1834. 
rents  and  profits  without  account  for  near  forty  years  is 
not?''  So,  in  Peaceable  v.  Bead{a\  Lord  Kerycn  ob- 
senred,  **  he  had  no  hesitation  in  saying  where  the  line 
of  adverse  possession  begins  and  where  it  ends;''  and 
in  the  late  act  of  3  &  4  fT.  4.  c.  27.  s.  15^  the  expr^s* 
sion  *'  adverse  possession "  is  used  as  a  recognised 
term  of  art.  Since  the  second  case  of  Cholmondeley  v. 
CHniau  (b\  it  has  been  the  settled  rule  of  the  Court^ 
that  no  relief  in  equity  will  be  afforded  to  a  party, 
where  twenty  years  have  been  suffered  to  elapse  from 
the  time  at  which  tlie  right  accrued,  without  any  step 
having  been  taken  to  enforce  it.  In  this  case  the 
Plaintiff  claims  the  assistance  of  the  Court  to  enable 
him  to  recover  a  legal  right  which  accrued  upwacds^ 
of  sixty  years  ago,  and  without  even  alleging  any  dis- 
ability or  shewing  any  reason  why  he  has  not  sooner 
nttiempted  to  establish  his  right.  The  Vice-Chaiicellor, 
however,  was  of  opinion  that  the  plea  was  had,  because 
it  did  not  state  the  circumstances  of  adverse  possession, 
so  that  the  PlaiAtiff  m^ht  know  the  exact  nature  of  the 
defence.  Had  that  course  been  taken,  the  Defendant 
would  have  over-ruled  his  plea ;  Thring  v.  Bdgar[c)\  and 
this  was,  in  fact,  admitted  by  the  Vice-^Chancellor  him- 
self in  his  judgment  A  plea  must  be  a  shot^  point,  and 
the  Defendant  is,  no  doubt,  bound  to  raise  that  point 
distinctly,  so  that  if  the  plea  be  replied  to,  and  come  to 
a  hearing,  there  may  be  no  doubt  about  the  matter  in 
issue.  Can  there  be  any  doubt  here  about  the  matter 
in  issue  ?  We  say  there  has  been  a  possession  adverse 
to  the  Plaintiff  since  the  year  1759,  and  if  he  goes  to 
issue  upon  that  plea,  and  can  shew  that  he,  or  those 
through  whom  he  claims,  have  been  in  possession  or  in' 

the 

(a)  I  J?«^568.  (<?)  2  Sim.  ^  Siu,  274. 

(b)  1  Turn.  ^  Ruts.  107. 
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18S4.  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  since  that  timei  he 
will  be  entitled  at  once  to  a  decree.  A  aegative  plea, 
therefore,  is  as  dangerous  to  the  Defendant,  as  it  is  ad- 
vantageous to  the  Plaintifi*,  if  the  latter  is  in  a  situatioa 
to  prove  the  fact  denied  by  the  plea. 

As  to  the  other  ground  of  the  Vice- Chancellor's  de- 
cision, namely,  that  the  plea  ought  to  have  been  accom- 
panied by  an  answer  to  the  common  charge  that  the 
Defendant  had  documents  in  his  possession  which  would 
prove  the  truth  of  the  matters  alleged  in  the  bill,  that  is 
inconsistent  with  the  same  Judge's  decision  in  McGregor 
V.  Tke  East  India  Compamf  (a),  where  his  Honor  held 
that  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  need  not  deny 
the  common  documentary  charge  unaccompanied  by 
any  distinct  allegation  that  the  documents,  if  produced, 
would  shew  that  the  Plainti£f'8  case  was  within  the 
statute.  Here  there  is  no  all^;ation  that  the  production 
of  the  documents  would  shew  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not 
barred  by  lapse  of  time;  and  the  matters  stated  in  the 
bill,  to  which  alone  it  is  charged  that  the  documents 
relate,  shew  that  the  Plaintiff  is  barred. 

The  rule  as  to  double  pleading  is  diflferent  in  courts 
of  equity  from  that  which  is  followed  in  cases  at  law 
where  double  pleadiog  is  permitted  by  the  statute  (^); 
for  here,  if  either  plea  should  be  of  itself  insufficient, 
we  may  rest  our  defence  upon  both  pleas  taken  to- 
gether :  Gibson  v.  Whitehead,  {c)  If  there  is  sufficient 
upon  the  face  of  the  bill  to  shew  that  the  Plaintiff, 
or  those  under  whom  he  claims,  have  never  been  in 
possession  or  in  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits, 
then  the  second  plea  will  be  a  good  defence,  even  if 
the  first  should  be  insufficient;  and  if  neither  the  first 

nor 
(a)  s  Sim.  452.  (6)  4  &  5  Am.  c.  16.  (c)  4  Mad.  841. 
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Dor  the  second  plea  should  be  of  itself  sufficienti  then        1854. 
the  two  pleas  may  be  taken  together,  and  will  constitute 
a  good  defence. 

Mr.  Knight  and  Mr.  Jacobs  contrcU 

In  Gibson  v.  Whitehead  leave  to  plead  double  was 
given  under  very  special  circumstances,  and  the  applica- 
tion was  not  opposed.  That  was  the  first  case  in  which 
double  pleading  was  allowed  in  this  Court,  and  there  is 
no  foundation  whatever  ibr  the  proposition  that  two 
pleas  can  be  united  for  the  purpose  of  constituting  a 
good  defence,  each  of  them  being  separately  bad.  In 
fact,  the  very  application  for  leave  to  use  two  pleas 
shews  that  they  cannot  be  so  united.  If  either  of  the 
pleas  can  be  sustained,  the  Plaintiff's  case  is  out  of 
Court;  and  if  they  are  both  bad,  it  necessarily  follows 
that  they  must  both  be  over-ruled.  It  is  an  inflexible 
rule  that  several  matters  cannot  be  joined  in  one  plea; 
and  if  two  pleas  be  joined,  they  become,  ibr  the  purpose 
of  applying  tliis  rule,  one  plea.  The  objection  to  the  plea 
of  adverse  possession,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  sup- 
ported by  an  answer  to  the  documentary  charge,  is  fatal. 
The  rule  is,  that  a  defendant  cannot  plead  to  the  whole 
bill,  and  withhold  documents  in  his  possession,  which,  if 
produced,  would  fortify  the  allegations  in  the  bill.  In 
Thring  v.  Edgar  (a),  the  plea  of  **  no  debt,"  was  a  com- 
plete bar  to  the  whole  discovery  as  well  as  to  the  relief 
and  there  was  no  special  allegation  in  the  bill  seeking  the 
discovery  of  any  circumstances  by  which  the  existence 
of  the  debt  was  to  be  established.  The  defendant,  there- 
fore, over-ruled  his  plea  by  answering  as  to  the  debt. 
In  McGregor  v.  The  East  India  Company  (&),  the  plain* 
tiff's  charge  was,  that  the  defendant  had  in  his  posses- 
sion 

(a)  2  Sim.  4-  Stu.  274.  (&)  2  Sim.  4S3. 
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18d4>.  sion  papers  relating  to  the  matters  aforesaid,  and  by 
which,  if  produced,  the  truth  of  the  matters  aforesaid,  or 
of  some  of  them,  would  appear.  Now  the  matters  afore- 
said to  which  the  documents  were  charged  to  relate^ 
might  well  be  matters  to  which  tlie  plea  had  no  refer- 
ence, and  the  production  of  which  was  wholly  imma- 
terial ;  and  this  was,  in  point  of  fact  the  case ;  for  the 
defendant  pleaded  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  there 
was  no  part  of  the  bill  which  alleged  that  the  promise 
was  made  within  six  years.  In  the  present  case  there 
is  a  distinct  allegation  in  the  bill  that  the  Defendant 
Eltames  accounted,  after  the  deatli  of  the  testator's  widow 
in  1815,  with  her  representatives  for  a  moiety  of  the 
rents ;  and,  taking  that  to  be  the  fact,  there  is  an  end  to 
the  plea  of  adverse  possession  since  1759.  This,  there- 
fore, was  an  allegation  of  a  material  collateral  fact, 
which,  according  to  the  authorities,  the  Defendant  was 
bound  to  negative  by  answer. 

In  Emerson  v.  Harland  (a),  where  to  a  bill  filed  by 
persons  claiming  title  as  co-heirs  oi  A.  ex  parte  matemd^ 
and  charging  that  the  defendants  had  frequently  ad- 
mitted, by  correspondence,  the  plaintiffs'  title,  the  de- 
fendants pleaded  that  another  person  was  the  heir  of 
A»  ex  parte  patemd,  that  plea  was  over-ruled  because 
the  defendants  did  not  support  it  by  an  answer  denying 
the  correspondence.  The  second  plea  in  the  present 
case  has  been  twice  over-ruled,  and  the  vice  of  the  first 
plea  is,  that  it  does  not  enable  the  Plaintiff  to  know  the 
nature  of  the  case  which  he  has  to  meet. 

Sir  E.  Stigdejij  in  reply. 

Gibson  v.  Whitehead  supports   the  proposition  that 
two  pleas,  though  each  of  them  may  be  separately  in- 
sufficient, 

(c)  3  Sim,  490. 
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suiBcient,  may  be  united  for  the  purpose  of  constituting 
a  good  defence;  for  in  that  case  the  Court  permitted 
the  defendant  to  plead  separately  two  facts,  neither  of 
which  alone  would  have  been  of  the  slightest  use  as  a 
defence  to  the  bill.  Thring  v.  Edgar  has  always  been 
followed ;  and  McGregor  v.  The  East  India  Company 
was  not  decided,  as  has  been  supposed,  upon  the  narrow 
ground  that  the  defendant  had  used  the  words  ^^  some 
of  them"  in  the  general  charge  as  to  documents  —  an 
expression  which  is  almost  always  used  —  but  upon  the 
ground  that,  as  there  was  no  distinct  allegation  of  a 
promise  within  six  years,  it  was  unnecessary  for  the  de- 
fendant, in  pleading  the  statute  of  limitations,  to  answer 
the  general  allegation  as  to  the  possession  of  documents* 
The  argument  on  the  other  side  is  founded  mainly  upon 
the  supposition,  that  there  cannot  be  a  general  state- 
ment by  way  of  plea  to  a  number  of  particular  alle- 
gations, but  that  a  plea  must  be  so  framed  as  to  point 
out  to  the  plaintiff  the  nature  of  the  defence  which  he 
must  make  against  it.  There  is  no  foundation  for  that 
supposition.  Take  for  instance  a  plea  of  no  heir.  That 
is  a  good  plea,  because  the  defendant  undertakes  to 
shew  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  tide  as  heir,  but  he  is  not 
bound  to  state  how  he  will  shew  it.  He  may  establish 
his  plea  in  a  variety  of  ways;  as,  for  example,  by 
shewing  that  the  plaintiff  is  illegitimate,  or  that  he  does 
not  belong  to  the  family,  or  that  he  claims  ex  parte 
matem&y  and  that  there  is  a  paramount  cininiant  ex  parte 
paternd ;  and  it  is  evident  that  in  such  a  case  the  plain- 
tiff is  as  little  informed  with  respect  to  the  exact  nature 
of  the  case  by  which  the  plea  is  to  be  established,  as  he 
is  said  to  be  in  the  present  case. 


isa^t. 
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The  Lord  Chancellor. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Vice-Chan- 
ELIJIJCX8.      cellor,  over-ruling  the  Defendant's  pleas  to  the  Plaintiff's 
Feb.  3.       bill. 

The  bill  states  that  John  HardmaUy  by  his  will,  dated 
the  1st  of  November  1754>|  devised  his  moiety  of  the 
manor  of  AUertouy  and  other  premises,  to  his  issue,  with 
remainder  to  his  executors  for  ninety*nine  years,  re- 
mainder to  his  nephew,  John  Hardman^  for  life,  remain- 
der to  his  issue  in  tail,  remainder  to  James  Hardman  in 
like  manner,  remainder  to  his  own  right  heirs  for  ever ; 
and  he  appointed  his  wife  Jane^  Jane^  the  widow  of  his 
brother  James  Hardman^  and  James  Percival^  his  exe- 
cutors. The  trusts  of  the  term  were  for  raising  jointures 
for  the  widows  of  the  tenants  for  life  of  the  estate. 

Jane  Hardman^  it  is  then  stated,  and  her  represent* 
atives,  entered  into  possession  of  the  testator's  estate  as 
trustees  of  the  term,  and  continued  to  receive  the  rents 
until  1815,  holding  the  same,  as  they  admitted,  for  the 
persons  entitled  thereto  under  the  will,  and  there  would 
then  be,  after  the  trusts  performed  and  failure  of  issue, 
a  resulting  trust  for  the  heir  at  law. 

The  two  nephews  of  the  testator  died  intestate  and 
without  issue,  and  the  Plaintiff  thereby  became  the  heir- 
at-law  of  the  testator,  as  he  alleges.  The  Defendant 
EUames  had  purchased  the  moiety  of  Allerton  which 
did  not  belong  to  Mr.  Hardman^  and  he  afterwards,  in 
1815,  obtained  from  the  representatives  of  Mrs.  Hard-- 
man  the  possession  of  the  other. 

The  bill  prays  for  the  possession  of  the  said  moiety  of 
AUertony  and  the  recovery  of  the  rents.    To  this  the 

Defendant 
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Defendant  EUames  pleaded  two  pieas:  first,  That  the  18S4. 
title  of  the  Plamtiffy  or  of  the  party  through  whom 
be  claims  the  moiety  of  the  estate  in  question,  accrued 
on  the  death  of  Jolin  Hardmarij  the  nephew,  which  is 
averred  to  have  been  in  1759,  and  **  that  the  pos- 
session of  the  said  moie^,  and  the  receipt  of  the  rents 
and  profits  thereof^  have  been  adverse  to  him,  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  persons  through  whom  he  claims, 
ever  since  the  death  of  the  said  John  Hardmath  the 
nephew;"  and,  secondly.  That  the  personal  represent- 
atives of  Jane  Hardman^  the  widow,  did  not,  nor  did 
any  of  them,  enter  into  the  possession  or  receipt  of 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  moiety  of  the  estates 
comprised  in  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  or  any  part 
thereo£  Both  these  pleas  have  been  over-ruled  by  the 
Yice-Chancellor,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  were 
rightly  over-ruled. 

First,  The  mere  general  plea  of  *^  adverse  possession,'' 
and  still  more  a  plea,  not  only  in  those  terms,  but 
framed  with  the  extreme  generality  of  this  plea,  is  with** 
out  any  warrant,  either  from  precedents  or  from  the 
rules  of  good  pleading.  The  term  '^  adverse  posses- 
sion," though  of  a  known  signification,  is  not  used  in 
pleading,  and  very  rarely,  I  think  only  once  or  twice 
very  recendy,  in  the  language  of  the  statutes,  (a)  It  is 
a  relative  phrase,  and  it  means  such  possession  as  b 
inconsistent  with  another's  right,  but  it  may  consist 
in  various  things,  and  nothing  can  be  more  vague 
than  an  averment  in  bar  of  a  right  claimed  by  A» 
that  the  thing  over  which  it  is  claimed  has  been  in  a 
possession  adverse  to  that  right,  without  setting  forth 
by  whom,  or  how,  and  in  what  manner  such  alleged 
possession  has  been  adverse.     Thb  plea  gives  no  inr 

formation 

(a)  3$4fr.4.  e.  27.  s.  15, 
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1M4.  formation  to  the  party  daiming,  no  notice  oF  the  de* 
fence  he  b  to  meet,  and  against  which  he  is  to  prepare 
himself;  for  it  may  consist  in  various  things,  none  c^ 
which  are  specified,  and  he  is  left  to  mere  coiyectiuie. 

It  was  at  one  time  doubted  by  Lord  TkurUm  whethv 
a  negative  plea  was  good ;  at  least  he  held  in  Newman 
v.  Wallis  (a)  that  a  plea  of  ^  no  heir/'  was  bad  without 
averring  who  was  the  heir,  but  afterwards  in  Hall  v. 
Noyes{b\  he  altered  this  opinion  on  the  ground  that 
the  defisndant  might  not  be  able  to  shew  who  was  the 
heir,  though  he  might  prove  that  the  plaintiff  was  n^ 
But  in  that  case  the  plea  leaves  the  plaintiff  in  no  un- 
certainty as  to  the  point  of  defence,  and  raises  an  i^sue 
the  affirmative  of  which  is  easily  perceived,  and  at  once 
refiites  the  n^ptive  issue  of  the  plea.  Upon  such  a 
plea  as  we  have  here,  the  Plaintiff  could  not  go  to 
proof  with  any  precise  knowledge  of  what  he  had  to 
meet,  and  might  never  discover  it  till  be  saw  the  De- 
fendant's evidence.  It  is  not  very  easy  to  put  a  case  of 
such  a  fdea  as  this  at  law,  because  in  ^ectment  as  the 
plaintiff  must  recover  on  the  strength  of  his  own  titles 
and  the  statute  of  limitations  is  a  bar  to  the  right,  and 
not  merely  to  the  remedy,  it  is  not  specialty  pleaded. 
But  suppose  it  were,  I  cannot  doubt  that  it  would  be 
had  to  plead  merely  that  there  had  been  continually, 
for  more  than  twenty  years  before  the  demise  in  the 
declaration,  a  possession  adverse  to  tlie  tide  of  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff;  the  analogies  of  all  the  cases  in 
courts  of  equity  are  on  these  principles  against  such  a 
plea.  In  Carleton  v«  Leighton  (c),  the  defendant  pleaded 
a  commission  of  bankruptcy  duly  issued,  under  whicii  the 
plaintiff  was  duly  found  and  declared  a  bankrupt  and 
thereupon  his  estate  and  effects  were  duly  assigned  and 

transferred ; 

(a)  S  Bro.  C.  C.  145.         (6)  3  Bro,  C,  C,  4S5.         (d)  3  Mer,  667. 
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transferred ;  yet  this  was  held  a  bad  plea  of  bankruptcy,        1884. 
because  it  did  not  state  successively  and  distinctly  the     ^^'^^^^^ 
material  facts,  but  was  in  general  language.     Nor  were  v. 

the  averments  of  the  commbsion  being  duly  issued, 
and  bankruptcy  duly  found  and  declared,  held  suflBcient 
to  exclude  the  possibility  of  the  plaintiff  not  being  in 
fact  abankrupt. 

In  Jonet  v.  Davis  (a),  the  bill  was  for  an  account  of 
stones  taken  from  the  plaintiff's  quarry,  upon  promise 
by  the  defendant  to  keep  an  account  of  them  and  to  pay 
accordingly;  and  it  alleged  repeated  assurances  of  the 
defendant  affirming  that  such  account  was  kept.  The 
plea  was  held  bad  for  not  denying  the  fact  of  such 
account  being  kept,  though  it  denied  that  any  promise 
was  made  to  pay  or  to  keep  an  account,  or  any  thing  to 
that  efieet;  and  it  was  held  bad  on  the  ground  that 
the  keeping  an  accouot  would  have  been  evidence  to 
go  to  a  jury  of  a  promise  or  agreement,  such  as  that 
stated  in  the  bill ;  yet  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  fact 
of  the  promise  or  agreement  is  denied  by  the  plea,  and 
that  the  keeping  the  account  is  not  alleged  in  the  bill  at 
aU,  but  only  a  statement  made  by  the  defendant,  which 
might  have  been  untrue.  And  then,  though  on  another 
ground,  that  of  fraud,  the  plaintiff  might  have  prevailed, 
yet  to  the  issue  of  agreement  or  not,  that  was  not  ma- 
terial. Again,  in  Evans  v.  Hams  (&),  the  Court  held  a 
plea  of  the  sutute  of  Frauds  to  be  bad,  denying  ex- 
plicitly any  agreement  in  writing  by  defendant  or  any  one 
authorised  by  him,  or  any  memorandum  or  note  in  writ- 
ing, because  it  did  not  also  deny  circumstances  alleged 
in  the  bill  as  evidence  of  such  an  agreement.  In  JBtir- 
dem  V.  Bwrbidge{c)  in  the  Exchequer,  a  plea  to  a  bill 
for  tithes  was  held  good,  which  set  forth  that  they  had 

belonged 

.     (fl)  16  r#f,  862.  [b)  ^r.Sf  B.  361.  (0  4  OwUL  1324. 

Vol.  II.  S  C 
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18M.  belonged  to  a  dissolved  monastery,  and  had  been  granted 
by  divers  mesne  conveyances  from  SI  Hemy  8.,  when 
they  were  vested  in  the  Crown,  downwards  till  they  be- 
came vested  in  the  plaintiff,  the  objection  being  that 
the  conveyances  should  have  been  set  out;  but  this 
would  not  have  been  necessary  in  pleading  at  \aw^  and 
the  plea  was  abundantly  certain,  and  the  defence  which 
it  disclosed  sufficiently  plain  and  precise.  When  it  is 
sometimes  said  that  the  rules  of  pleading  in  this  Court 
are  less  strict  than  at  law,  and  that  the  pleadings  here 
may  be  more  loose,  perhaps  such  decisions  as  these 
may  serve  to  shew  that,  regard  being  had  to  the  nature 
of  proceedings  in  equity  and  their  great  and  leading 
objects,  among  others  that  of  securing  discovery  to  the 
pliiinttff,  and  preventing  the  defendant  from  evading 
the  right  to  wring  his  conscience,  the  strictness  of  our 
rules  is  to  the  full  as  great  on  this  side  of  the  hall  as 
on  the  other. 

In  the  present  case  the  bill  alleges  among  other 
things  the  possession  of  Jane  Hardman  and  her  re- 
presentatives as  trustees,  from  the  death  of  J.  Hard" 
man  senior  down  to  1815  ;  and  the  possession  of  Jane 
Hardman^ s  representatives  is  denied  by  the  second  plea. 
But  Eflam^  is  aVerred  in  the  bill  to  have  accounted  for 
the  rents  and  profits  to  her  representatives ;  and  that, 
according  to  the  purport  of  the  authorities  I  have  cited, 
ought  to  have  been  denied,  which  it  is  not 

The  denial  of  this  allegation  that  Ellames  accounted 
to  Jane  Hardman*^  representatives  is  the  more  material, 
becatise  that  allegation  goes  to  negative  the  first  plea 
of  adverse  possession;  for  either  the  trusts  ou  which 
Jane  Hardman  and  her  representatives  were  in  pos- 
session (and  Jan^s  possession  at  least  is  not  denied  at 
all)  were  not  fully  performed  when  EUames  accounted 

to 
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to  them  lor  the  rents  and  profits,  or  tbej  were.  If  YSM. 
they  were  not,  the  adverse  po$session  could  not  have 
begun ;  and  if  they  were,  then  Jane  and  her  repre^ 
sentatives  were  trustees  for  whoever  was  entitled  to  the 
estate,  and  consequently  for  the  PlaintiiF,  if  the  title  waa 
in  him.  According  to  all  the  authorities,  then,  this 
allqpition  ought  to  have  been  met.  Further,  the  denial 
of  the  representatives  being  in  possession  is  quite  con- 
sistent witii  the  claim  made  in  the  bill  to  the  rents  and 
profits  received  by  the  two  Jane  Hardmans^  and  not 
applied  by  them.  There  is  no  averment  in  the  plea 
that  all  those  rents  and  profits  were  applied  to  the 
purposes  of  the  trust ;  and,  therefore,  the  second  pie* 
only  goes  to  restrict  the  amount  of  the  dairo,  and  nol 
to  cut  it  altogether  down. 

Then  neither  of  the  pleas  meets  the  statement  touch- 
ing the  documents  and  writings  charged  to  be  in  the 
possession  of  the  Defendants,  and  ais^  charged  as 
proving,  not  only  generally  the  several  matters  in  the 
bill,  but  more  particularly  as  shewing  that  the  two 
Jane  Hardmans  obtained  possession  of  the  estate  under 
the  term  upon  the  trusts  of  that  term.  It  was  said  that^ 
upon  the  authority  of  McGregor  y.  The  East  India  Ckm^ 
pany{a)i  it  was  unnecessary  to  deny  this  allegation  «is  to 
writings,  and  that  his  Honor  was  of  an  opinion  in  that 
case  difierent  from  his  railing  in  this.  It  appears,  how* 
ever,  not  only  that  the  two  cases  are  reconcHabie,  but 
that  McGregor  v.  The  East  India  Company  materially 
supports  the  present  decision ;  for  his  Honor  there  held 
that  a  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  needs  not  deny 
the  possession  of  documents,  when  that  possession 
would  be  immaterial  from  there  being  no  allegation 
thai  these  documents   would  shew  any   thing  which 

negaiived 
(a)  9  Sm.  45S. 
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.  fsii.       negatived  tbe  matter  of  tbe  plea,  that  ii,  a  pfomiae 

L^  '  ^      witbin  six  years;  and  upon  looking  to  the  btU|  we  find 

if.  h  only  alleged  in  die  usual  way,  when  a  mere  general 

£liam£1     ^arge  is  made  as  to  sueh  writings  that  <«froin  tbe 

docuflients  the  seteral  matters  aforasaid,  or  some  of 

them,  wonld  appear.'*  But  bene  the  averment  is  specifio, 

that  sotiietbfng  would  appear  ineonsiiteni  with  at  least 

one  of  the  pleas — that  of  adverse  possession  sinoe  ibe 

nephew's  death  in  1759;  for  Jane  Hardman  tbe  widow 

only  died  in  1795,  according  to  the  statement  of  tbe 

bill.     Consequendy,  on  the  authority  of  McGregor  v.  The 

t        .  jEast  India  Company,  as  well  as  of  Jbmes  v.  Sae^nwe  (a) 

and  other  cases,  it  ought  clearly  to  have  been  denied 

that  there  Were  such  writings  in  the  posseaskm  ^f  tbe 

X)efendant 


The  cades  of  Saniets  v.  JGf;^(i),  and  Tkring  v. 
Edgar  {e)f  decided  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  upon 
similar  principles,  do  not  appear  to  me  in  the  least 
inconsistent  with  the  present  determinadon.  In  tbe 
former,  it  was  held  that  when,  besides  setting  forth  bis 
litle^  -the  plaintiff  alleges  eircumstances  as  evidence  of 
that  title,  a  pl^  negativing  the  tide  does  not  protect  tb^ 
party  from  answering  as  to  those  circumstances,  belnj; 
nearly  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  two  of  the  cases  which 
Ibaye  cited  before;  and  in  Thrir^v.  Et^ar  it  was  tield 
tnat  when  the  defendant,  in  the  answier  accompanying  a 
negative  plea,  goes  beyond  denying  the  ficts  spieelally 
charged  as  evidence  bP  tble  plaintiff's  tide,  be  ov^t«*rarlea 
his  plea.  But  it  is  not  at  all  inconsistent  with  this,  to 
bold  th^t  wbe're  facts  ba\^  been  charged  inconsistent  siiritb 
the  plea  Itsdf,  Negativing  that  negative  plea  by  antld* 
pattob  as  it  were,  and  thus  supporting  the  plaintlff^ii 
tiCfd^  tfie' traversing  those  averments,  and  thereby  sup^ 

porting 

,1  .,,'  :        '\d)  1  Sf.i'Siu.i.  t5)  6Mad.6l.  (c)  SS.^Siu.i74. 
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pcMTiiog  tbe  pleo,  is  saft^  and  do^  not  9fei«>ru]e  tbe       ISSi. 


BpMi^y 


plea.  This  would  be  suf&dieot  to  shew  that  Tirmg  y^ 
Edgar  is  ooosisteDt  with  the  present  decision ;  but  the  ^^  T.' 
other  cases  which  I  have  leferred  to  shew  jpot  onJy  ^F'^^W* 
that  so  aoswering  doea  9ot  oyerHTule .  the  ple^  hy/i 
that  without  such  denials  the  plea  iteelfiS);  had-.  IPt 
deed,  strietlj  speakingi  the  one  propoaitiw  ia  j^tvoWeM 
in  tbe  other.  .-)... 


The  pleas  having  been  over-rnIed>  the  JXefandani       Rolls. 

Dee  89  S3  24 

SUamts  put  in  his  answer.    The  answer  comnteoced  by.     ^i/hn  the 
setliiig  out  tbe  Defeodant's  own  title :  for  that  purpo^  H        Lords 
stated  four  several  fines  sur  conusance  de  droit  come  tep%  &fif    ^   ^^^^^  ^** 
levied  of  the  estates  in  question  in  the  cause;  and  it  also    -May  s» 9.9. 
stated  tbe  effect  of  tbe  several  deeds  declaring  tbe  iises  f^^'^auPb  hii 
ofthefinea.    The  statement  concluded  in  these.  wond%  amwerftatei 

the  eflferfc  of 

<*aa  by  the  said  several  fines^  and  the  proclaniatiops  documenu 

made  thereon  respectively  now  reoiaining  of.reoord  in  sdipittedto 

the  aaid  Court,  and  by  the  said  several  4eec|^  bereinr  settlon^'buT' 

befi>re  mentioned^  to  whid^  for  greater  cer^n^r  ib^  ^^'  **!"  greater 

Defendant  craves  leave  to  refer  when  produced^  will  cravei  leave 

MDffar''  ^  to  refer  to  the 

*PP*^'^'  -      .;  documents 

..I  ^.  tbemselvei 

These  deeds  were»  with  ^,  nufnber  of  othei:s»  ^ttiur  duSfthe 

merated  in  the.  third  schedule  to  the  answeiv  which  ad^  Plaintiffif 

nutted  that  all  the  deeds  and  documents  mentioned  ii^  an  order  for 

tbe  schedule  were  in  the  Defendant's  possession.  dieir  pro. 

*•  '•   -*    duction,  aU 

'  •     I  .         ^    though  the^ 

In  a  subsequent  and  distinct  part  of  the  answer  dv-  ^^^J^ 

rected  to  the  case  set  up  by  the  bill,  tbe  Defendant  denied  that  they 

that  the  said  fines,  or  any  of  them,  were  or  if  as  declared  ^^^^^ 

to  enure  to  any  uses  under  which  tbe  Flaintifl^  as  beir-*^-  so^t  title, 

law  of  tlie  testator,  supposing  him  to  be  such  beir*at-law,  ^^g^^  ^  „3|^^ 

was  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  estates,  or  any  other  part  **?.[**  p^'* 

3  C  S  thereof;  tiff 
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1894*  thereof;  and  he  further  denied  that  the  said  docaments 
and  writings^  or  any  of  thein»  or  any  documents  which 
wet^e  then  or  had  been  in  his  possession  or  power,  or 
which  he  had  then  or  ever  had  actreas  to^  did  contain 
recitals  or  inferences  shewing  the  truth  of  the  several 
matters  in  the  bill  meittiooed*  or  any  of  them,  save  in 
so  far  as  the  same  were  thereinbefi>re  admitted  to  be 
true,  or  particularly  shewing  the  truth  of  the  several 
matters  in  the  said  bill  stated  as  to  the  said  Plaintiff's 
pedigree,  or  any  of  them;  and  he  Airtber  said,  that  the 
said  documents  related  to  and  made  out  his  the  De« 
fendant's  title  to  the  estates  and  premises  so  purchased 
by  him  as  aforesaid,  and  did  not,  according  to  the  beat 
of  the  information  and  belief  of  the  Defendant^  shew  or- 
tend  to  shew  any  title  in  the  said  Plaintiff  th««to^  or  |9 
any  part  thereof. 

A  motioB  was  now  made  that  the  Ddtedant  JSllame9^ 
might  produce  and  leave  with  his  clerk  hi  Coort,  for  the* 
Plaintiff's  inspection,  the  several  deads  before  bmb-< 
tinned,  dcolaring  tha  uses  of  the  aforesaid  fines  ve* 
flfttctively* 

Mr.  Pemberion  and  Mr.  Jacobs  for  the  motion,  relied 
upon  the  passage  in  the  answer  referring  for  the  De- 
fendant's greater  certainty  to  die  said  several  deeds 
when  produced.  That  reference  had  the  eflfect  of 
making  the  instruments  in  question  substantially  a  part 
of  the  answer  by  incorporating  them  with  it,  and  the 
Plaintiff  was  of  course  entitled  to  see  the  whole  of  the 
answer;  Evans  v.  Bi€hard{a),  AUyns  v.  Wr^ii(b)^ 
Marsh  V.  Sibbald.  (c)  The  mere  denial  by  the  Defendant 
of  the  Plaintiff's  title  could  be  do  ground  for  refiising 

the 
(«)  1  Swm,  7.  (€)  jty^JtB.  sfS. 
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the  production:  Evans  v.  Richard^  VnstDorth  v.  Wood*       1834. 
co^.  {a) 

Mr.  Biekersteth^  Mr.  KindersUy^  and  Mr.  £00^^, 
contrdj  contended  that  as  the  Pbintiff  claimed  by  a  pa« 
ramoiiDt  title  as  the  r^ht  heir  of  the  testator,  white  the 
DeTendant,  on  the  contrary,  alleged  that  two  other  per^ 
sons  were  the  heirs,  and  clainied  under  them ;  and  as 
the  deeds  in  question  were  expressly  sworn  to  constitute 
the  Defendant's  title,  and  in  no  way  tended  to  make  out 
or  support  the  title  of  the  Plaintiff^  no  ground  was  laid 
on  which  an  order  (or  production  coaM  be  justified; 
Lady  Shq/iesbmy  v.  Arrawsmith  {b\  BoUon  v.  Corporation 
ofLioerpooL  (c)  In  the  latter  of  these  cases,  as  appeared 
from  the  report,  the  very  rderence  to  the  documents 
when  produced,  upon  which  reliance  was  now  ptaeed 
in  support  of  the  present  application,  was  to  be  found 
in  the  Defeiidant'^  answer;  but,  although  the  modon 
had  been  most  strenuously  argued,  it  never  ocoarred  to 
any  of  the  counsel  employed  in  the  cause  that  a  re- 
ference of  that  description  (which  was  a  m^re  form 
thrown  in  as  of  course  by  every  draftsman),  could 
furnish  even  a  plausible  argument  for  claiming  a  pro- 
duction. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls  *  made  an  order  granting  Dee,  S4. 
the  application,  on  the  ground  that  the  Defendant, 
having  by  the  words  of  reference  incorporated  the 
deeds  in  question  with  his  answer  so  as  to  form  a  sub- 
stantial part  of  it,  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  see  every 
part  of  that  answer. 

.,._«___  An 

(a)  3  Mad.A5^.  (c)  3  Sim.  467;  and  1  Mylne 

{h)  4  Vet.  66.  4-  Keen^  88. 

•  Sir  C,  Pepys. 
3C  4 
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Jl&S5^^,<  Ad  appeal  molion  was  now  made  before  Sr  L,  Shair- 
weSand  Mr.  Justice  Bosatiquet^  sitting  as  Lords  Commis- 
sioners of  the  Great  Seal,  against  the  order  of  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls. 


1835. 
May  2,  3. 


Mr.  KifidersUyf  Mr.  Wigram,  and  Mr.  Booih^  for  the 
appeal. 

,  The  general  rule  is  indisputable,  that  a  plaintifiT  has 
no.  right  to  require  the  production  of  any  document, 
adouLted  to  be  in  the  defendant's  hands,  which  would 
afford  discovery  of  any  thing  but  that  which  may  assist 
in  making  out  his  own  title.  To  justify  an  order  for 
production,  the  Plaintiff  must  shew,  if  not  an  exclusive^ 
at  all  events  a  common  interest  in  the  instruments 
sOQght  to  be  produced.  This  rule,  originally  eatablbhed 
tipton  demurreri  has  been  sinoe  acted  upon  under  every 
¥4iiety  of  circumstances,  and  in  every  stage  of  proceed- 
'^^tS^  And  has  now  become  imperative  and  unalterable. 
I%gf.  V.  Kekemicklja)^  Glegg  v.  Legh  (6),  Wilson  v.  Forsla'{c}p 
l4t^  Shaftesburi^  v.  Arramsmitb  (i),  Buden  v.  Dore  {e\ 
Burton  V*  Neville  (g},  Sampson  v.  Smettenham  (A),  Firkins 
Yf  XoWf  (•)>  Tamlinson  v.  Lym£r[k\  Tyler  T.Dr(yfon{l)^ 
Bdim  v«  Qorporalion  of  Liverpool,  {m)  Now,  although 
the  d^ciHQ^nts  of  which  production  is  here  sought  are 
odfnlHed  (o  be  in  the  Defendant's  possession,  the  De- 
ftudsM  has  taken  upon  himself  positively  to  swi^ar  (and 
\m  «ath  for  thjs purpose  must  be  conclusive)  that  they 
ooastitute.bi«0wq  ^tle,  and  in  no  way  tend  to  assbt  or 
umKe  ohfethe.  title  of  the  Plaintiff. 

\'--  ^      .     ,  ^^      ■    •  .    .jj 

,  (fl)  S  f>*.  juq.679.  (A)  5  Mad.  16. 

(5)  4  Mad.  195. '  (i)  1  Mdet.f8  &  15  Pn0r,1O3. 

(c)  1  rwfi^r,fao..  (it)  9  ^im.  489. 

,1     (rf)  4  Fe9. 66.  (/)  8  -Sim.  f  Stu.  309. 

{e)  2  Vet.  sen.  445.  (m)  3  Sim.  467.  and  1  Mybie 

ig)  S  Cor«S4S.  4*  Ke9n,SB. 
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It  is  impossiblej,  therefore,  to  maintain  the  order  1835. 
under  appeal,  unless  it  is  to  be  held  according  to  the 
Mffitnent  of  the  other  side,  and  upon  which  the  Court 
below  seems  to  have  proceeded,  that  the  passage  in  the 
answer  following  the  general  statement  of  the  effect  of 
the  deeds,  and  referring  for  the  Defendant's  greater 
certainty  to  the  instruments  themselves  when  produced, 
of  itself  entitles  the  Plaintiff  to  their  production,  inde- 
pendently altogether  of  the  question  how  far  he  may 
hiive  any  interest  in  them,  and  even  although  they  may 
be  the  very  title  deeds  on  which  the  defence  is  rested. 
Such  a  proposition  is  equally  opposed  to  principle,  and 
unsupported  by  authority.  The  words  of  reference 
cjccur,  not  in  that  part  of  the  answer  which  is  addressed 
to  the  interrogatories  founded  upon  the  case  made  by 
the  Phkintiff's  bill,  but  in  a  subsequent  and  totally 
distinct  part,  where  the  Defendant  is  setting  out  bis 
own  title,  and  stating  these  documents  as  forming  an 
integral  part  of  it  They  arey  moreover,  the  mere 
Common  form  thrown  in  by  the  draftsman  as  of  eounie 
whenever  there  is  occasion  to  specify  or  refer  to  instni* 
ments  upon  which  the  party  means  to  rely  at  the 
hearing;  and  they  are  obviously  inserted,  not  for  the 
purpose  of  informing  the  Plaintiff  that  he  may  call  for 
a  production  to  which  he  would  not  be  entitled  otheii* 
wise,  but  solely  for  the  protection  of  the  D^fetidaiit 
himself,  to  guard  him  against  beinjf;  pr^udiced,  dlmitd 
it  afterwards  appear  that  he  hasr  through  ignorande  or- 
inadvertence  stated  the  effect  of  the  documents  it^ 
correctly.  That  such  is  fheir  sole  object  and.efifaot 
weis  expressly  stated  by  Lord  Lyndhurst  in  the  very 
recent  case  of  Sparie  v.  Moniriott  (a)  in  the  Exchequer ; 
a  ca9e  from  wbieh  it  is  clearly  to  be  collected  that  the 
mere  circumstance  of  a  defendant  incorporating  a  deed 

in 

(o)  I  Yoimge  4-  CoUyer,  lOS. 
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in-  his  answer,  either  by  referring  to  it  as  specified  la  a 
schedule  annezeds  or  by  refenring  to  it  for  gftatar 
certainty  when  produced  (and  the  answer  there  as  heie 
contained  both  species  of  raference]^  is  no  grouiid  for 
compelling  its  producUooy  if  in  other  respects  sach  coos- 
polsbn  would  be  inequitable.  Sparke  ▼.  MaUrimi  ia, 
therefore^  an  express  authority  agsinst  the  praeent 
order. 

The  cases  upmi  which  the  order  is  attempted  to  be 
supported  do  not,  when  closely  eKamined,  bear  oat  the 
proposition  they  are  cited  to  establish*  In  jU/yas  ▼• 
tVr^i  the  language  ascribed  to  Lord  Eldon  appears 
somewhat  equivocal;  but  the  judgment  shews  plainly 
that  his  Lordship  never  concaved  that  the  statement  of 
the  deeds  and  an  adniission  that  they  were  in  the  De- 
fendant's possession*  coupled  with  a  reference  to  them  iB 
the  common  form  for  greater  certainty  when  produced, 
constituted  of  themselves  an  absolute  ground  for  order* 
ing  their  production ;  for  though  all  these  circumstanees 
concurred  in  that  case,  his  Lordship  refused  the  appli- 
cation. So  in  The  Princess  qf  Wules  v.  The  Eati  ^JJva^ 
pool  (a),  Lord  Eldon,  after  observing  upon  Lord  Talbofn 
decision  in  Settison  v.  Fatringdon^  where  the  production 
of  a  deed  was  ordered  simply  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
referred  to  in  the  answer,  says  that  the  <<  later  decisions 
seem  to  have  established  that  it  is  not  the  mere  refer* 
ence  that  makes  the  documents  part  of  the  answer  for 
the  purpose  of  production."  (b)  And  this  may  be  con- 
sidered as  Lord  Eldon's  deliberate  statement  of  what 
was  the  practice  in  his  time. 

In  Bolton  v.  The  Corporation  of  Liverpool^  where  the 
documents  were  referred  to  when  produced  nearly  in  the 

same 
{«)  I  Swaus.  114.  (b)  p.  121. 
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same  terms  its  are  used  here,  and  tliey  were  also  stated 
ia  a  sdkedule  to  be  taken  as  part  of  tbe  answer^  every 
ai^unent  wbieb  ingenuity  could  suggest  was  resorted  to 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  desired  production;  but 
it  never  occurred  to  thd  Plaintiff's  counsel  (of  whom  the 
present  Master  of  the  Rdls  was  the  leader)  that  any 
plausibi^  reason  irt  favour  of  the  motion  could  be 
foilttded  on  tbe  language  of  the  reference.  If  the  rule 
now  contended  for  be  establishedy  that  a  reference  of  this 
desoriptioQ  to  deeds  in  a  defendant's  custody  of  itself 
gives  the  plaintiff  an  absolute  right  to  inspect  them, 
there  is  no  case  whatever  in  which  production  may  not 
beobteined;  for  a  plaintSffhas  only  to  amend  his  bill  by 
inserting  a  charge  that  the  defendant  has  deeds  in  bit 
custody  forming  part  of  his  title,  and  on  which  he  means 
to  rely  as  part  of  his  case  at  the  hearing,  and  the  admis* 
sion  m  the  answer  extorted  by  the  corresponding  intin^ 
rogatory  will  be  &  ground  for  enforcing  tbe  production. 
The  nionstroua  consequences  of  such  a  practice  arc  su& 
fieieiitly  apparent 
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Mr.  Jacob  and  Mr.  6.  Richards^  cordrk* 

There  are  three  cases  in  which  the  Court  orders  a 
defendant  to  produce  for  the  plaintiff's  inspection  do* 
cuments  admitted  by  the  answer  to  be  in  his  possession; 
first,  where  the  bill  charges  and  the  answer  admits  that 
the  Plaintiff  either  solely  or  jointly  has  an  interest  in  the 
documents;  secondly,  with  a  view  to  discovery,  where 
they  are  or  may  be  material  to  support  the  case  made 
by  the  bill ;  and  thirdly,  where,  as  in  the  present  case, 
they  are  by  a  special  reference  incorporated  with  the 
answer  so  as  to  form  substantially  a  part  of  it  A  re- 
ference of  this  kind  at  once  puts  an  end  to  any  question 
whether  the  documents  sought  do  or  do  not  constitute 
the  defendant's  title;  for  by  taking  upon  himself  to 

state 
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MSB.  state  die  eflbct  of  them  ia  his  answefv  and  referrini^  to 
them  for  greater  certainty  when  prodnoed,  the  dafcad' 
ant  expreaslj  waives  anj  objection  to  their  prodnctiMi 
fbondtd  upon  that  cireamalaBee;  he  does  vhat  amooota 
to  exactlj  the  same  thing  aa  if  he  had  set  them  ootdi 
iac  verba.  He  reserves  to  bimmif)  DOtwithstandin^  the 
brief  itatemetit  be  gives  of  tfaemt  die  right  fco  faa^re  the 
fiill  ben^  of  every  part  of  them  at  the  hearing;  mttd  if 
he  is  to  have  the  benefit  of  such  a  rsservadon^  aa  iu 
common  fairness  must  the  plaintiff.  The  Plainla'i^ 
therefore^  who  is  entitled  to  see  has  adversary's  wiiole 
case  fbUy  stated  upon  the  pleadings,  has  a  right  to  haw 
the  documents  on  which  the  Defendant  meami  ti>  ve^ 
set  out  at  lai^e,  or,  what  is  tlie  same  tbin^  to  ha^athem 
produced  for  bis  inspection* 

The  object  of  thii  appeal  is  really  to  ask  that  so  many 
pages  of  the  answer  may  be  sealed  up  or  struck  out* 
It  is  incorrect  to  say  that  the  words  of  special  referenoe 
here  used  are  mere  words  of  course;  so  fiir  from  it,  ewery 
experienced  draftsman  takes  care  to  insert  them  only 
where  there  can  be  no  objeedon  either,  to  paodnce  the 
documents  themselves,  or  to  set  them  out  at  large  if  n»« 
quired;  and  the  order  under  appeal  is  in  strict  conformi^ 
not  only  with  the  language  and  practice  of  the  earlier 
Judges,  but  with  the  authority  of  Lord  Eitlon  himadfi 
In  Herbert  v.  The  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Westminster  {a\ 
Lord  Macdesfidd^  upon  the  motion  that  the  plaintifis 
shonld  produce  vestry  books  before  a  Master,  obr 
serves,  *'  Since  they  in  their  answer  to  the  cross  bill  refer 
thereto,  and  by  that  means  make  them  part  of  their  an* 
swer,  referring  to  them  as  it  is  said  for  fear  of  a  tnistake, 
for  that  reason  the  Court  ought  to  let  the  defendants 
see  tliem ;  otherwise  there  would  be  no  relying  upon  the 

.  answer 
{a)  1  P.  Wm.  773. 
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tttiswer  of  those  wlro  are  tbus  gnarding  tkemselves  by  ^  ISSd. 
refereaces-  Sov  icar  of  a  nustake^  and  to  amid  excepltonf 
CD  llieir  answen"  So  ia  Beitistm  v*  Farrn^don^  Lord 
Cbanoellor  Tidkoi  ordered  the  prodootioii  of  recovery 
deeds,  fay  which  die  estate  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  remaiadef* 
man  in  trastWaS' barred,  on  the  ground  that  the  defend* 
aots,  whb  cbnined  under  thoee  deeds,  had,  by  ^*  referring 
ko  them  in  -  their  answer,  made  them  part  thereof/'  In 
Svmu  T»  Biehard  (a).  Lord  EUan  expressly  laid  down 
and  acted  upon  the  same  principie;  whicdi  indeed  he 
had  previously  recognised  in  AUcyns  v.  WrigAl  (b)  and 
Mat^sh  v«  SUAaUL  (c)  In  The  Princesi  of  Wal^^u  case 
the  biU  stated  the  documents,  and  referred  to  them,  but 
did  not  say  that  th^  were  in  the  plahBtiflPs  possession ; 
and  the  observation  of  J^rd  EUoh  relied  upon  by  ibe 
other  side,  is  addressed  to  that  difficulty,  a  reference  to 
docoments  when  produced,  as  his  Lordship  stated  the 
modern  practice^  not  amounting  to  an  admission  that 
they  are  in  the  possesebn  of  the  party,  Asion  v«  Lurd 
Exeter  (d),  Hyltan  v»  Morgan,  {e)  The  case  of  Sparkes  v* 
Montrim  in  the  Exchequer  was  very  petialiar  in  its 
cireumstanoes;  and  the  order,  which  is  singalarly  framed, 
oonld  not  have  been  made,  oons'istentiy  with  the  prKtke, 
in  this  Couit*  In  Bobon  v.  The  Corporatiott  ofLiterpad 
the  qaestbn  was  not  raised,  the  argument  having  ap« 
paeently  been  overlaohed. 

"Hli*  KindersUj^  ia  reply,  observed  that  when  the  ra« 
porta  ispoke  erf*  deeds  'f  4«fisrred  to-"  hy '  the  animrery 
At  ekpresstoii  'meant  no  more  'than'  ^  raenriot^ed^'  tor 
^^atated,''  and  did  not  apply  to  the  special  reference  tb 
them  when  produoid,  upon  which  the  present  mption 

.'.'..■.     I  WBB 

(a)  1  Swam.  T.  (<t)  6  Ta.  988. 

{h)  14  r«».Sll.  {e)  6  Vci.293. 

(c)  2Fe9,iB.37S, 
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wfts  gm>iiBd«l;  8amp$on  t.  SmM£nkmm.{a)     Hebody 
had  heretofore  imagined  that  a  referenee  of  that  de* 
scriptioD,  which,  notwithstandlog  what  had  been  oigedy 
was  certainly  thrown  in  by  the  draftsman  as  a  oacse 
phrase  of  course,  could  give  the  Plaintiff  a  ri^t  to  m 
production  which  the  Defendant  would  otherwise  iiave 
been  entitled  to  withhold ;  and  there  could  not  be  a  'dottbt 
that  if  a  search  were  made  in  the  proper  office,  it  would 
be  found  on  examining  the  pleadings  that  in  every  cNse 
of  the  cases  in  which  production  had  been  rafosed^ 
similar  words  to  those  now  relied  on  were  introdoced  in 
the  answers,  (ft) 

Lord 


(a)  5  Mad.  16. 

(b\  Tbs  foUowisg  paper  was 
afterwards  handed  in  to  the 
Court,  B8  the  resalt  of  a  search 
directed  by  the  Lords  Commis- 
doners,  as  to  the  form  of  words 
q{  reference  in  answers :  •— 

EvoMs  ▼.  Michard,  I  SumnH.  7. 

Defendant  saitb,  that  in  the  sche- 
dule marited  C.  to  this  his  an- 
swer annexed,  which  he  prays 
may  be  talten  as  part  thereof,  he 
hath  set  forth  a  full  and  true  list 
or  schedule  of  all  and  eveiy 
books,  letters,  copies  of  letters, 
&c.  relating  to  the  matters,  &c. 
which  now  or  ever  were,  &c.  in 
the  possession,  &c  of  defendant. 

There  is  a  submission  as  to 
whether  books  in  daily  use  should 
be  produced,  but  not  as  to  the 
kU6rs,&c 

After  setting  out  the  letters 
there  are  the  following  general 
wordSy^Defendant,  for  his  greater 
certunty  as  to  the  purport  and 
eftet  thereof  craves  leave  to 


refer  to  the 
daced,'*  fte. 


same  when  pro- 


Sampion  ▼.  Swettenham^ 

Indentures  fully  abstractad. 

General  words  at  coodasio^ 
of  stating  deeds,  **  as  in  and  by 
the  said  indentures  when  pro- 
duced, Ac  will  appear^'  and, 
^  as  by  reference  thareunte  ba4 
will  appear." 

An  admission  **  of  custody  and 
possession,  &c  set  ibrdi  in  the 
schedule  to  answer  annexed,  and 
which  defendants  pray  may  be 
taken  as  part  thereof." 

There  does  not  appear  to  be 
any  snbmtssion  to  the  Court,  as 
to  whether  deeds  ought  to  be 
produced,  &c 

Indentures  fully  set  out,  shewing 
title,  &c. 

General  words  at  conclusion, — 

"  craves  leave  to  refer  when  pro-^ 

duced,"  &c. ;  but  no  prs^er  that 

thdy 
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Lord  Commissiohek  Suam^mjjl  delivered  the  }udg[<-       IBM. 
ment  ofthe  Ckiurt 


Marsh  V.  Sibbald,2  Vet.  4r  B.51S, 


jBdton  V.    The  Corporation    of 
Liverpool^  3  Sim.  467* 
Cannot  be  found.  j^  ^^^^  ^  ^  preceding  cne.  r 


The  object  of  the  present  application  is  to  discharge 
an  order  made  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  upon  the  Me^  9, 
Defendant  for  the  production  of  certain  indentures  ad- 
mitted by  the  Defendant  to  be  in  his  possession.  The 
Defendant  has  by  his  answer  in  part  set  forth  the  deeds 
in  question,  which  are  comprised  in  a  schedule  annexed 
to  the  answer,  as  being  documents  in  his  possession,  and 
lie  has  for  greater  certainty  craved  leave  to  refer  to  the 
indentures  themselves  when  produced.  If  by  so  doing 
the  Defendant  has  made  the  indentures  a  part  of  his 
answer,  it  seems  to  follow  as  a  necessary  consequence 
that  the  PlaintiflP,  having  a  right  to  read  the  whole  of 
the  Defendant's  answer,  has  a  right  to  read  the  docu- 
ments so  made  a  part  of  his  answer. 

The  question  which  arises  in  this  case  has  been  in^ 
volved  in  some  confusion  on  account  of  its  having  been 
tnixed  up  with  questions  of  a  diflerent  kind.  There 
are  three  cases  which  may  arise;  the  documents  may 
not  be  referred  to,  but  they  may  be  admitted  to  be  in 
the  Defendant's  possession;  they  may  be  referred  to, 
and  not  admitted  to  be  in  tlie  Defendant's  possession ; 
or  they  may  be  in  part  set  forth  or  shortly  stated  in 

the 


ihey  may  be  taken  aa  part  of  Roper  v.  Roperj  before  the 

uwwer.  Vice»CliaiiceUer,  afterwards  af- 

Admission  of  custody,  and  pos-  firmed  on  appeal,  and  in  which 

session,  ond  schedule.  prodoction  was  refused :  the  de« 

Defendant  submits  be  ought  fendants  referred  to  the  instru- 

not  to  produca,  Sec  meots  in  ehe  usual  way. 
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if fJ.       the  aittwer»  and lefinmd  to^  m  inlke  pnsml ctm^  for 
the  Defendant's  greater  oertainty  when  prodiiotd. 

Where  the  documents  are  not  referred  to^  bat  are 
adoiitted  to  be  in  the  Defendant's  posaessioo,  tbar#  the 
question  whether  the  Defendant  shall  pEoduce  them  or 
not  is  determined  by  considering  whether  the  docu- 
ments do  or  do  not  rdate  to  the  title  of  the  Plaintiff. 
If  they  relate  solely  to  die  tide  of  the  Defendanti  in  that 
case  the  order  for  production  is  not  made;  this  appears 
firom  the  case  of  Bligh  v.  Berson  (a) :  on  the  other  handt 
if  they  are  material  to  the  Plaint^s  caacy  the  Court 
will  order  their  production^  as  in  the  case  of  Firkins 
T.  Lofoe.  {b)  In  both  of  those  cases  the  documenta  were 
admitted  to  be  in  the  defendant's  possessm),  and  in 
neither  .of  them  wore  the  documents  so  referred  to  as 
to  be  made  part  of  the  defendant's  answer.  In  Burton 
V.  NemUe  (c),  where  the  plaintiff  claimed  under  a  settle- 
ment  and  the  defendant  under  recoveries^  and  the 
defendant  admitted  the  deeds  to  be  in  his.  possession 
but  did  not  submit  to  produce  them,  a  motion  for  their 
prodaction  was  refused^  the  Lord  Chancellpr  observing 
that  plaintiffs  could  only  call  for  those  papers  in  which 
they  had  shewn  that  diey.  had  a  common  interest  with 
the  defendant* 

Secondly,  in  the  case  where  the  documents  are  re- 
ferred to  and  not  admitted  to  be  in  the  defendant's 
possession,  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  Court  cannot 
order  production  unless  it  turns  out  that  the  documents 
stated  not  to  be  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant 
happen  to  be  in  the  hands  of  some  person  over  whom 
the  Defendant  evidently  has  control.  Thuf,  in  tiie 
Oise  of  Darwin  v.  Clarke  {d%  where  the  answer  ad- 
mitted 

(a)  7  Price,  90S.  (c)  2  Cox,  242.     ' 

(6)  13  Price,  193.  (rf)  S  Fet.  I  SB. 
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iiiHad  tbe  exeoitum  of  an  ki4rament»  bot  4id  ;ip(      •  Wfr 
admit  it  to  be  in  tihe  Defendnnt^B  pofiMfision,  cil0|ofj^^     £Uiuu^ 
or  power,  the  mption  for  production  was  nefiised* 

A  third  class  of  cases  k  where  the  contents  of  }osCr^ 
meots  are  ia  part  stated  in  the  answer,  aad  reK^vrad  ^  % 
g^reater  oertainty.  In  Aihyntx.  Wright{u\  a  lootien  vm^ 
made  for  the  production  of  a  docum^t  which  ai^peafi^  l# 
be  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant  Qrakam^  mA  Ixird 
EUUm  was  of  opinion,  under  the  particular  ciroomstanees 
<£  that  oise,  that  the  plaintiff  could  net  oon^  tjbe  |^ro- 
dootioo  of  the  deed,  but  he  ^obsenres  that  wbsre  a  den 
fendant  had  in  n  great  measure  eet  forth  the  eoolml^ 
of  an  instMHnent,  and  for  ibe  tratib  of  wbat  be  eat  ArA 
xefemed  to  the  instrooient,  there  wtas  no  queadon  ^ 
production,  as  he  made  the  instrunient  part  oiT  hi^ 
answer*  This  appears  from  the  case  of  Hkrherir.  THr 
Dean  andChapier  ff  Wetiminaeriff^  where  Lord  MaiuHn^ 
JSM  says,  that^*as  to  tibe  motion  that  the  plaintiis  shoaM 
fyrodnce  the  vestry  books  before  a  master,  sinee  tbqf  % 
ehek  answer  t^  a  cross  bill  vefer  dieveto^  and  'by  fhtt 
means  make  them  part  of  their  answer,  Teferriag  fi^ 
<them  (as  k  iseaid)  for  fear  of  a  mistake;  far  that  neascfa 
4he  Court  ought  to  let  the  defendants  see  them.^  Sl>ili 
Bettison  v.  Farringdon  {c)  Lord  Talboi  says,  ^*  the  de^ 
fendants,  by  referring  to  the  deeds  in  their  answer,  have 
made  them  part  thereof/'  There  is  a  query  in  the  note 
to  that  case,  whether  the  bare  referring  to  a  deed  without 
setting  it  forth  in  Jusc  veri^a,  ^itl  make  it  part  of  the 
answer,  and  Hodson  v.  The  Earl  of  Warrington  in  die 
same  book  is  referred  to ;  but  I  may  take  this  oppor<- 
dunity  of  bbserving  that  the  cases  in  the  third  <7olnme 
of  Peere  WtUiams  are  not  of  eqaal  authority  with  those 

ia 

ia)  1 4  K«f.  SI  1.  (c)  5  P.  Wm.  5S5. 

(A)  IP.  Wm^-n^,. 
Vol.  II.  3  D 
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1885.  fn  the  two  preceding  volumes  which  were  published  in 
bis  lifetime.  In  Marsh  v.  Sibbald  {a)  Lord  Eldon  says 
that  every  book,  letter,  memorandum,  &c.,  referred  to 
bj  the  answer,  is  a  part  of  the  answer ;  and  in  Evans  t. 
Richard  (i)  the  same  learned  Judge  says,  that  when 
the  Court  orders  letters  and  papers  to  be  produced,  it 
proceeds  upon  the  principle  that  those  documents  are 
by  reference  incorporated  in  the  answer  afid  become 
a  part  of  it. 

It  appears  therefore^  upon  a  review  of  the  cases,  to 
be  perfectly  settled  that  where  a  defendant  in  his  answer 
states  a  document  shortly  or  partially,  and  for  the  sake 
4>f  greater  caution  refers  to  the  document  in  order  to  shew 
Chatibe  effect  of  the  document  has  been  accurately  stated, 
in' such  a  case  the  Court  will  order  the  docuuaent  to  be 
produced.  It  was  said*  in  the  present  case,  that  the  docu- 
ment ought  not  to  be  produced,  because  it  only  manifests 
the  Defendant's  title ;  but  the  answer  to  that  is,  in  the  first 
placcy  that  it  may  by  possibility  do  sometJjing  more 
than  merely  manifest  the  Defendant's  title.  It  would 
be  a  strange  thing  to  say. that  the  Defendaot  should  at 
the  hearing  have  the  advanca<7e  of  other  parts  of  the 
deed  than  those  set  forth  in  the  answer,  and  that  the 
Phuntiff,  who  looks  to  the  answer  for  infonnatioay 
ahoald  not  be  at  liberty  to  avail  himself  of  aknowjedge 
of  the  deed.  It  seems  to  be  consistent  with  justice,  that 
if  xht  Defendant  makes  a  document  a  part  of  his  aasi^er* 
the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  know  what  that  document  !&» 
because  he  has  a  right,  at  the  hearing,  to  read  such 
parts  of  the  Defendant's  answer  as  he  thinks  fit  It.  is 
to  be  observed,  also,  that  if  the  Plaintiff  should  think 
proper  to  amend  his  bll],  and  require  the  deed  ta  be 
set  forth  at  length,  it  would  be  a  matter  of  course  that 
the  deed  should  be  so  set  fortli. 

(a)  8  Vet.  ^  B.  575.  (h)  1  Sw4int^  7. 
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GOODMAN  D.  EDWARDS.  :Roui. 

Nov,  21. 

I^AMUEL  GOODMAN^  by  his  will  duly  attested  to  ifupon  the 

puss  real  estate,  cave  and  devised  all  those  his  two  ^.^p'f  will  it 
V  .  1     L  plainly  appear 

several  messuages^  cottages,  or  tenements,  with  the  out-  that  the  tes- 

buildings,  yards,  gardens,  orchards  and  appurtenances  ^'<>'''nj»nt 

thereto  belonging,  situate,  and  being  in  Everdon  in  the  hold  property 

county  of  Nofihampion^  and  also  all  his  messuage,  tene-  "cription^of^ 

ment,  or  dwelling-house,  with  the  outbuildings,  yard,  real  estate, 

gardens,  orchards,  and  appurtenances  thereto  belonging,  g^^e  effect  to 

and  also  all  his  several  closes  or  inclosed  ground  of  ***■  intention. 

arable  and  pasture  land,  containing  by  estimation  100 

acres  or  thereabouts,  were  the  same  more  or  less,  situate 

and  being  at  Everdon  aforesaid,  unto  and  to  the  use  of 

his  wife,  then  Mary  Goodman^  and  afterwards  the  wife 

of  the  Defendant  John  Edwards^  and  her  assigns  during 

the  term  of  her  natural  life,  provided  she  should  so  long 

continue  the  testator's  widow,  but  not  otherwise;  and 

from  or  immediately  after  her  decease  or  second  marriage, 

he  gave  and  devised  all  the  said  hereditaments  and  real 

estates  unto,  and  to  the  use  of  his  nephew,  the  Plaintiff, 

and  his  heirs  for  ever,  subject  to  the  mortgage  debt  or 

debts  then  due  from  the  testator  and  secured  thereon ; 

and  the  testator  declared  it  to  be  his  will  and  desire, 

that  no  part  of  his  personal  estate  should  be  applied  to 

pay  off  any  part  of  the  principal  or  interest,  then  or 

thereafter  to  become  due  in  respect  of  such  mortgage 

debt  or  debts. 

The  testator,  after  giving  several  pecuniary  legacies, 
bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  his 
t^ife,  Mary  Goodman;  and  he  appointed  his  wife  and 
\^o  other  persons  his  executors. 

3D  2  Of 
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Of  the  100  acres  mentioned  in  the  testator^s  will, 
forty  acres  were  leasehdd,  held  under  the  eollege  of 
Bion ;  and  the  question  in  the  cause  was,  whether  upon 
the  intermarrif^e  df  Mt?^  QMbmm  with  Ihfe  DefcpdaMl 
Edwards^  those  forty  acres  passed  onder  the  devke 
AVer  tA  the  nbphew,  or,  undei^  the  i^idoary  gift  fsf  ihfe 
«6st&tttr's  persfonal  estaste,  to  the  iMfeodaUt  Manf 
EdiBDords. 

Mv.  PetkbertoH  and  Mr.  W.  C.  L.  Keme^fotiheVtm^ 
fiff. 

If  it  be  the  clear  intention  of  the  testator  to  include 
the  leasehold  with  the  freehold  in  the  gift  of  the  100 
picrjesy  that  intention  will  prevail,  although,  in  describing 
apd  disposing  of  the  100  acres,  he  has  used  words  which 
ar^  applicable  only  to  real  estate ;  Hobson  v.  Blacks 
b^nt.{a)  It  is  not  disputed,  that  of  the  100  acres 
meotbned  in  the  will,  forty  acres  consist  of  land 
^eld  under  a  renewable  lease  from  the  college  of 
JSion.  That  fact  is  of  itself  sufficient  to  shew  t^at  the 
testator  intended  to  include  the  leasehold  with  the  free- 
hold^ and  the  case,  therefore,  resolves  into  one  of  mis- 
taken description.  The  leasehold  part  of  these  100 
acres  has  been  long  united  in  occupation  and  enjoy- 
ment with  the  freehold  part,  and  would  pass,  according 
to  all  the  authorities,  under  a  limitation  in  its  nature 
applicable  only  to  freehold  property,  even  if  the  tes- 
tator's intention  were  less  clearly  indicated  than  it  is  ia 
the  present  ease,  and  if  the  inference  of  intention  were 
nbt  strengthened,  as  it  is  here,  by  the  great  probabBity 
that  the  testator  considered  the  property  which  he  held 

^  under  the  college  to  be  real  estate. 

'•  ■  i;  ^ 

Mr, 
(a)  I  Mybie  i  Keen,  571.  ' 
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Afn  Bfckeyfiftk  ^d  Mr.  Prombi^  comtxq* 

The  present  case  falls  witbia  the  rttleestabUahed  ever 
eiBoe  the  case  of  Bo9e  v.  BarUHt  {a)  that  a  derise  of  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments,  where  the  testator  has  botb 
fteeholds  and  leaseliolds  in  the  same  placci  will  not  pa» 
the  leasehdds.  All  the  testator  devised  to  hia  nephevr 
was  ^'  bis  said  hereditaments  and  real  estate^  salject  to 
the  mortgage  debt  due  from  the  testator  and  secured 
thereon/'  and  the  freehold  part  of  the  100  acres 
was  the  property  npon  which  afone  the  mor^ge  debt 
was  secured.  The  words  *<  said  hereditaments  and  leal 
estates"  must  be  referred  to  the  100  acres  men- 
tioned in  the  previous  devi;$e,  so  far  only  as  those 
100  acres  are  capable  of  answering  the  description 
of  real  estate.  There  is  another  circumstance  which 
strengthens  the  conclusion  that  the  testator  did  not 
mean  to  devise  the  college  lease  to  his  nephew,  and  that 
is  the  condition  on  which  the  lease  was  granted.  The 
testator,  two  years  before  the  date  of  his  will,  obtained 
a  renewal  of  the  lease  for  a  term  of  twenty  years,  and 
one  of  the  provisoes  in  the  lease  was  that  the  testator 
should  not  alienate  it  otherwise  than  by  will  to  his  widdw 
and  children. 


Tw 


1883. 


Mr.  G.  Richardsy  for  an  incumbrancer. 


The  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Upon  the  whole  will  it  is  plain  that  tb^  testator  meant 
to  comprise  the  forty  acres  of  leaaehold  under  tlie  de- 
scription of  raal  estate.  Ic  was  hekl  updex  a.rep^wabl® 
lease  from  a  ooU«ge«  and  had  been  longjn  ^fai^ljr.ftpd 
united  in  occupation  with  the  freehold*  l^R^*  i  .lAfte^^ 
devising  the  100  acres  of  land,  there  follow  the*  words 

"all 

(a)  Cro,  Car,  292. 
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I83S.  **all  the  said  ^hereditaments  and  real  estates,"*  clearly 
indicating  that  he  considered  the  whole  100  acres  to 
be  part  of  his  real  estate,  and  this  misconception  of  the 
nature  of  his  property  runs  through  all  the  subsequent 
expressions  relating  to  it.  The  widow  entered  upon  the 
100  acres,  as  being  devised  to  her  for  life,  and  the  whole 
is  expressly  given  over  in  case  of  her  second  marriage. 
It  would  be  repugnant  and  contrary  to  the  testator^s 
express  intention  that  she  should  take  the  leasehold 
under  the  description  of  general  personal  estate,  not  for 
life  only  but  absolutely.  I  am  of  opinion  therefore,  that 
the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  forty  acres  of  leasehold 
property,  part  of  the  100  acres. 
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Rolls. 

ANDERSON  v.  GAUNTER.  Bee.  9.' 

npHE  bill  was  filed  by  the  residuary  legatees  of  the  -^^  one  of  the 

testator,  James  Camegy^  for  the  administration  of  the  will  of  ^., 

his  estate.     The  testator  died  in  Penan^.  and  his  will  ^^?.  ^^^^  *** , 

*"  Jndui^  proved 

had  been  proved  there  by  the  defendant  Counter^  and  the  will,  and 

Cliibla/f  two  of  the  executors  named  in  the  will,  and  Jl^j^^^'g    * 

his  personal  estate  in  India  had  been  possessed  by  them,  assets  in /n^ia. 

Clttbley  died,    leaving   his   widow  his   executrijc,  wlio  and  «tecutrix 

proved  his  will  in  India^  and  had  possessed  his  assets  of-4.  provetl 

,  %*-       ^,  ,,  1       •  /»   I      /.I.         n   y  hcrhushandi 

there.     Mrs*  Cluoley  was  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  will,  and  pos- 

bill  in  Enslandt  and  she  was  made  a  co-defendant  in  the  fi^*^**.*"* 

**  assets  in  Inautf 

suiL      The  bill  charged  that  Counter  and  Clubley  had  and  having 

improperly  employed  the  testator's  estate  in  India  ia  cJ^^  ^«», 

trade,  and  that  considerable  loss  had  been  thereby  sus«*  land^  she  was 

tained,  and  the  bill  sought  to  charge  Gaunter  and  the  ^a^suit^'fo/ 

estate  of  Clubley  with  that  loss.     A  personal  represent-  ^^  admini*- 

r    t  r    I  A  .     V,     ,      .  tration  of  J9.'f 

ative  of  the  estate  ot  toe  testator  Camegy  m  England  estate:  Held, 

was  Q  party  to  the  suit,  and  the  bill  prayed  a  general  ^^^^  ^'  ^*' 

'^    / ,  r    V  o  „Qj  necessary 

account  of  the  testator  s  estate.  that  an  ad- 

ministrator of 
A.^8  estate  in 
On  the  opening  of  the  case  it  was  objected  by  Mr.  England 

Boi/eand  Mr.  G.Richards  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant  f jiy*l^  thh 

CaunteTf  that  a  personal  representative  in  England  of  suit. 

Cltdfley  ought  also  to  be  before  the  Court;   and  they 

cited  Jauncy  v.  Sealey  (a),  Logan  v.  Faviie  (6),  Sandi- 

lands  v.  Innes.  {c) 

Mr.  Pembeftonj  contra^  said  that,  in  an  action  at  law 
against  an  executor,  all  that  was  necessary  was  to  prove 
that  he  had  possessed  the  assets  of  the  testator,  and  the 

Defendant 
(a)  1  Fern,  397^  {b)  2  Sim.  4*  Stu.  2S4.  '       (c)  3S&m,^65, 

3  D  4 
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iMi*  Defendant  oould  only  dischaif^e  himself  by  socoeeding  in 
Andean  ^  P^^a  ot  ne  un^pses  exeetdOTf  or  pkneadmimsbravit.  It  was 
not  necessary  at  law  to  all^  a  probate,  and  it  would  be 
singolar  if  a  stricter  role  should  be  insisted  upon  in  m 
court  of  equity.  There  was  no  out-standing  estate  of 
the  t^tatof  in  this  country,  and  no  account  was  sought 
agaittst  ChJbUj/^  estate  in  this  suit,  except  in  so  Ikr  as 
It  Was  Itabte  for  the  As^ts  of  the  testator  posMssdl  by 
hiffi  ih  Ittdia. 

The  "MAStEk  of  (he  RotLS  0Tef*m1ed  the  objection, 
^t^ting  that,  til  the  present  suit,  the  estate  of  CUtka 
Could  not  be  administered,  and  that,  according  to  the 
coui<se  of  th6  Court,  the  decree  agftinst  his  exeeotrit 
Wbuh)  not  be  fot  the  getiefbl  administration  of  his  estate, 
bdt  would  bnly  tequire  from  hef  an  account  of  what  she 
btid  i><eceiV6d  and  paid  as  his  eX6CutriX)  And  #oldd  ch«^ 
\i€t  \^ith  th^  balance. 
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Rolls. 
WHYTALL  »•  KAY-  J^.iSL 

J^HOMAS  EWBANK  by  his  wiU  duly  executed  and  A  teftator 

atUtfted  BO  as  to  pass  xtal  estate,  after  specifically  ^""duly^ei- 

bequeatluDg  to  his  wife  his  boasehold  fiirniture,  and  ecuted,reseiTe 

some  other  part  of  his  personal  estate,  and  after  giving  power  to 

several  leiraciesi  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  real  chuKehbresl 
°  '  estate  for  the 

estate  whatsoever,  and  all  his  personal  estate  not  therein  payment  of 

bequeathedi  to  trustees,  Sic*  upon  trust  out  of  the  per-  j-^^^'other 
sooal  estate  to  discharge  all  his  just  debts,  funeral  and  purpose,  by 
testamentary  expenses  and  legacies;  and  out  of  the  ^(^"1^^ 
income  of  the  personal  estate  to  pay  to  his  sister,  Ann 
JVhjftaUf  an  anauiQr  of  20/.  for  her  lifis^  and  upon  further 
trust  to  permit  his  wife,  during  her  life^  to  occupy  aod 
enjoy  his  real  estates,  and  to  authorise  her  to  receive 
and  take  to  her  own  use  the  rents  and  prollto  thereof 
during  her  life;  and,  as  to  his  remaining  personal 
estate,  after  such  payments  and  provisions  thereout  as 
aforesaid,  upon  trust  to  permit  his  wife  to  receive  to  her 
own  use  daring  her  lilis,  the  yearly  income  and  produce  . 
thereof;  and  upoa  further  trust,  as  soon  as  conveniently 
might  be  after  the  decease  of  his  wiCe,  to  sell  and  dis- 
pose of  the  whole  of  his  real  estate,  and  to  get  in  and 
receive  his  personal  estate,  and  to  pay,  apply,  and 
dispose  of  the  monies  so  arising  from  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estates,  together  with  all  rents,  income,  and  pro- 
dnoe  thereof  respectively  hom  and  after  the  decease 
of  his  wife,  to  such  person  and  penons  whedber  by 
way  of  legacy,  annuity,  or  otherwise^  and  for  aoA  pur- 
poses as  he  the  testator  by  any  codicil  or  codicils, 
testamentary  schedule  or  schedules  to  his  will  should 
from  time  to  time  give^  bequeath,  direct,  or  appoint  the 
same 

The 
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The  testator  afterwards  made  a  codicil  which 
attested  by  two  witnesses  onIy»  and  he  thereby  gaTe 
certain  legacies  and  annuities  out  of  his  residuary  per- 
sonal estate,  and  the  produce  of^s  real  estate  directed 
to  be  sold  by  his  will,  and  as  to  all  the  residue  of  his 
jpecsonal  estate,  and  the  monies  arising  from  the  sale  of 
his  real  estate,  after  paying  the  legacies  and  annuitiesy 
he  gave  the  same  to  his  nephew,  Octavus  Leefe. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  widow  and  the  co-heirs  at 
law  of  the  testator  against  the  executors,  the  legatee^ 
bkmed  in  the  codicil,  and  the  residuaiy  l^atee* 

The  question  in  the  cause  was,  whether  the  will  and 
codicil  taken  together  would  operate  so  as  to  charge  his 
real  estate  with  the  payment  of  the  legacies  and  an- 
nuities given  by  die  codicil. 

Mn  PembertoHj  for  the  Plaintiffs* 

The  testator  has  directed  a  conversion  of  his  real 
estate  lor  purposes  to  be  thereafter  declared  by  « 
codicil,  or  testamentary  instrument ;  and  as  the  codicil 
was  not  duly  attested,  the  purposes  fail,  and  the  heir  at 
law  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  failure.  If  a  testator 
-charge  his  real  estate  generally  with  the  payment  of 
4ebts  and  legacies,  it  is  now  undoubtedly  afettled,  thou^ 
it  18  diflScult  to  reconcile  the  doctrine  with  principle, 
that  such  charge  will  extend  to  future  debts,  and  to 
legacies  given  by  an  unattested  codicil.  The  reason 
assigned  for  this  doctrine  is,  that  debts  and  legacies 
are  of  a  fluctuating  nature.  <*  It  is  impossible,''  says 
Sir  W.  Grant  in  Meae  v.  Cum^hame{4x)  previously  to 
ascertain  what  debts  a  man  may  owe  at  the  time  of  his 
death ;  and  it  is  difficult  to  ascertain,  when  he  is  making 
his  formal  and  regular  will,  what  legacies  he  may  think 

fit. 

(«)  12  ret.S7. 
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fit,  or  his  fortane  ^11  ejiable  him  to  give.  ^.  The  Court        1999^ 
has  therefore  said  that^  when  Ke  has  by  a  will  duly 
executed,  charged  debti^and  legacies,  it  is  only  nece^pary 
to  shew  that  there  b*a  debt,  or  that  there  is  a  legady  in 
order  to  constitute  a  cha^;  for  the  moment  that  cha* 
racter  is  shewn  to  belong  to  the  demand^  you  shew  that  it 
is  already  charged  upon  the  estate*    Then  an  unattested 
instrument  is  itself  perfectly  c<3!|M^teot  to  give  a  legf^yi 
and,  when  given,  you  predicate  of  it  that  it  is  a  le^y; 
and  then  the  charge  immediately  attaches  by  virtue  of 
the  executed  will.    But  here  the- testator  says  he  does 
not  now  determine  that  all  annuities  and  all  legacies 
he  shall  hereafter  give,  shall  be: charges;  but  only,  that 
if  at  some  future  period  he  shall  think  proper  to  declare 
legacies  and  annuities   to  be  charges  upon  his  real 
estate,  then  the  trustees  shall  pay  them  out  of  the  real 
estate.    Therefore,  not  only  the  legacy  is  to  be  found, 
but  also  the  will  of  the  testator  to  make  it  a  charge 
upon   his  estate,   without  which   it  is  not  a  charge. 
That  is  only  an  attempt  to  reserve  by  a  will  duly 
executed,  a  power  to  charge  by  a  will  not  duly  ex^ 
cuted.   It  is  the  case  of  Habergham  v.  Vincent**  (a)  The 
distinction  here  taken   by  Sir   W.  Qrant»  is  precisely 
applicable  to  the  present  case.    The  testator  does  not 
charge  his  real  estate,  or  the  produce  of  it  with  the 
payment  of  all  l^cies  to  be  thereafter  given,  but  he 
directs  his  trustees  to  pay  the  produce  in  such  manner 
as  he  shall  by  any  codicil  or  testamentary  instrument 
direct;  in  other  words,  he  reserves  to  himself  a  power  of 
disposing  of  his  property  in  a  manner  contrary  to  law. 

Mr.  Jacobs  for  the  residuary  legatee. 

The  testator  has  here  indicated  an  intention  to  con* 
vert  his  real  estate  out  and  out  into  personalty,  and  to 

^ve 
(a)  8.Kei.jua.  804. 
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give  the  surplus  of  the  mixed  fuad  ooosisdng  of  his  | 
sooal  estate  and  the  real  estate  so  converted  into  ] 
•Ity»  after  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies^  to  bis 
residuary  legatee.  If  that  intention  is  to  be  colleetcd 
from  the  willy  the  residue  will  pass  by  an  unattested 
CodieiL  In  Skeddon  w.  Goodrich  (a)  this  principle  is  ie«> 
cognised  by  Lord  Eldom* 

.  Mr*  KindersUyt  for  a  legatee  named  in  the  codicil, 
eonlended  that  the  words  of  the  will  amounted  to  m 
general  ebarge  of  legacies  upon  his  real  estate,  and  im 
that  ^ase  the  legacies  given  by  the  unattested  codicfl 
would  be  supported.  It  was  true  that  real  estate  could 
tiot  be  converted  into  personalty  by  will  so  as  to  give 
validity  to  a  direct  disposition  of  it  by  an  unatteatfrf 
eodidi  $  but  the  testator  had  in  this  case  charged  what^ 
ever  he  had  givien  or  might  thereafter  give  by  way  of 
li^acy,  in  other  words,  aU  his  legacies  upon  the  pn>- 
iduoe  of  his  real  estate. 

Mr.  Biciersleth  and  Mr.  WSbrabam^  for  the  tnislMB. 


The  Mister  t^  the  Rolls. 

"With  respect  to  the  first  point  raised  in  this  case, 
there  can  be  no  conversion  out  ^nd  put,  unless  it  ap- 
pears upon  the  will  to  baye  been  the  intention  of  the 
testator  that  the  produce  of  bis  real  estate  should  at  his 
death  have  the  same  quality  as  personal  estate.  Much 
confusion  and,  as  I  think,  error  have  been  introduce 
into  some  of  the  cases  in  consequence  of  not  attending 
to  this  simple  principle.  There  is  in  this  will  nothing 
to  indicate  an  intention,  on  the  part  of  the  testator,  that 
the  produce  of  his  real  estate  should  have  ell  the 
qualities  of  personsl  estate. 

As 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


7«» 


As  tb  the  second  point,  it  i$  now  settledf  though  not 
lipkm  b  very  satisfactory  principle  that  It  testator  ftiay,  bf 
will  duly  executed,  charge  his  real  estate  with  At  pay* 
ment  of  all  legacies,  which  will  include  future  legacies 
given  by  an  unattested  codicil)  thus  plactng  debts  sitad 
l^acies  apoil  the  sante  footing;  but  lie  cannot  by  tt 
will  duly  execoted  reserve  to  himself  a  power  to  ehargi6 
his  real  estate,  dr  the  produce  of  his  real  estate,  with  lega- 
cies given  by  an  unattested  codiciL  This  plain  ^tstinecion 
is  expressed  in  the  case  otRase  v.  Cumfngkame ;  and  the 
produce  of  die  real  estate  in  this  case  Ss»  therefore^  im^ 
disposed  o^  and  descends  to  the  Plaintifi  as  tbe  testator^s 
co-hein  at  law« 


1833. 


LOMAS  V.  WRIGHT. 


ROLU. 
Nov,  7,  S. 
Dec.  9.  IS. 


T)y  a  settlement  dated  the  0th  of  October^  1811,  No-  Creditors  bv 

thaniel  Wright  conveyed  and  covenanted  tosurrender  JJ^J^ere  "lo^ 

certain  leasehold  and  copyhold  estates  to  trustees^  upon  the  lunteers,  are 

trusts  therein  mentioned,  for  the  benefit  of  Mary  Lomns^  compete  with 

with  wliom  he  cohabited,  and  of  his  four  natural  children  c«^«or»  on 

umpie  con- 
by  her,  and  also  of  any  after-bom  child  that  Mary  Lomas  tract  for 

might  have  by  him.  The  settlement  contained  a  covenant  ^demion^but 

on  the  part  of  Nathaniel  Wright^  for  himself,  his  heirs,  and  as  against  the 

executors,  for  the  quiet  enjoyment  of  the  premises  com-  the'debtor 

prised  in  the   settlement,   as  against  himself  and  his  have  aright 

legitimate  son  John  Wright^  and  a  covenant  for  further  the  place  of 

assurance,  morteagecs 
who  have  ex- 
hausted the  fund  provided  by  the  testator  for  the  payment  of  debts. 
Where  tyy  deed  an  estate  was  hroited  to  an  afktr-born  ilk^iiuite  son  in  fee,  and 
if  he  should  die  before  he  attained  twenMr-one,  then  in  fee  to  a  living  illegitimate 
child,  who  died  an  infant,  and  an  anffer-born  Illegitimate  son  attained  the  age  of 
iwenty-oaei  k  was  held  that  the  lost  limitation  failed,  and  that  the  devised  estate 
resulted  to  the  hdr  of  the  grantor. 
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IBSS.  aisuranee.  Some  time  after  the  date  of  the  ^ttlement, 
Moiy  Lomas  had  another  child,  of  which  Natkanid 
Wright  was  the  reputed  father. 

Nathaniel  Wright  by  his  will  dated  the  29th  of  Nop. 
18I7»  after  directing  all  his  just  debts^  and  the  l^^es 
thereinafter  given  by  him,  to  be  paid  out  of  his  penoosl 
estate,  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  to  trastee&,&c  all  his 
personal  estate,  and  a  part  of  his  real  estates  situate  in  the 
counties  of  Chester  and  Lancaster  upon  tnist,  in  the 
first  place  to  sell  and  dispose  of  such  parts  thereof  as 
were  saleable^  and  with  the  produce  of  sale  to  pay  all  his 
debts,  including  debts  on  mortgage,  and  his  leipcies 
thereinafter  given.     He  then  gave  a  number  of  legadrs, 
and  directed  his  trustees  to  invest  the  residue  of  the 
produce  of  sale  in  the  purchase  of  stock,  to  be  applied 
to  the  purposes  thereinafter  mentioned.     The  testator 
then  devised  certain  estates  in  the  county  of  Leicester^ 
which  were  subject  to  mortgages,  to  his  trustees,  && 
upon  trust  for  his  only  legitimate  son  John  Wright^  and 
his  issue,  in  strict  settlement,  with  remainders  over.   The 
testator  then  recited  the  settlement  of  the  9th  of  October^ 
1811,  and  proceeded  as  follows :  —  ^*  Being  satisfied  that 
the  said  settlement  is  not  consistent  with,  but  contrary  to 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  my  marriage  settlement, 
therefore  I  do  expressly  will,  order,  and  direct,  that  my 
said  son  and  his  heirs  shall  and  do,  not  only  release  ail 
his  and  their  right,  title,  and  interests  to  and  in  the  said 
leasehold  and  copyhold  estates,  but  shall  give  such  further 
assurance  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  ratifying  and 
confirming  of  the  said  settlement.     And  in  case  my  Md 
son  or  his  heirs   shall  refuse  to  ratify  the  same,  or     « 
commence  or  prosecute  any  suit  or  suits  at  law  or  ia 
equity  for  or  concerning  the  same,  then  my  will  is,  that 
the  5000^.  S  per  cent,  consols,  by  me  hereinafter  directed 
to  be  paid  to  my  said  son,  shall  belong  to  the  trustees  of 

the 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


771 


the  said  settlement,  in  trust  for  the  use  and  benefit  of 
th6  persons  named  therein  as  of  the  third  part*  And  I 
give  and  bequeath  to  my  said  son,  5000A  slock,  to  be 
hereafter  invested  in  the  S  per  cent,  consolidated  Bank 
annuities,  to  be  paid  to*  him  from  and  out  of  the  money 
to  be  invested  in  government  securities,  when  be  shall 
attain  his  age  of  twenty-one  years,  upon  the  expresd 
condition  that  he  ratify  and  confirm  the  said  settlemeat.'* 


1833* 


The  testator  died  on  the  16th  of  Jufyy  1818,  and 
John  Wright  the  son,  upon  his  coming  of  age  in  18279 
refused  to  confirm  the  settlement*  The  original  bill  was 
filed  by  Emma  Lomas^  the  survivor  of  the  testator's  four 
natural  children  mentioned  in  the  settlement,  and  by 
the  trustees  of  the  settlement,  against  J(An  fVright^ 
Peter  Lomas^  the  afterborn  natural  child,  the  trustees 
and  executors  under  the  will  of  the  testator,  and  the 
Attorney-General,  for  the  purpose  of  hating  it  de- 
clared that  the  trusts  of  the  settlement  should  be 
carried  into  execution,  or,  if  not,  that  the  Plaintiff 
Emma  LomaSf  might  be  declared  to  be  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  5000/.  3  per  cent,  consols  given  by 
the  will  to  John  Wright  upon  the  condition  therein 
expressed.  At  the  original  bearing  of  the  cause  in  JiJjf 
1830,  it  was  declared  that  the  defendant  JbA/i  Wright^ 
having  elected  to  take  the  settled  estate,  had  forfeited 
hb  right  to  the  legacy  of  5000/L  3  per  cent,  consols,  and 
that  the  Plaintiffs,  the  trustees  of  the  settlemait,  were 
entitled  to  that  sum  in  trust  for  such  of  the  illegitimate 
children  of  the  testator  as  were  born  previously  to  the 
execution  of  the  settlement. 


The  testator's  personal  estate  was  found  to  be  in^ 
sufiicient  for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  and  at  the 
hearing  on. further  directions,  a  qqestion  was  made 
whether  the  Plaintifis  were  entitled  to  be  con^dered 


as 
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16M.  M  l6gaCMi  or  craditoim,  and  whether  diey  were  oitided,iQ 
either  diameter,  to  any  and  what  satUfiiciioa  out  of  the 
eitates  devieed  Co  John  tVrigit  in  resfeci  of  moitgagis 
which  had  been  paid  out  of  the  fund  provided  bjtk 
teetator  for  the  payment  of  debts. 

£er  the  Pkintifls  it  was  argued  that  if  they  wete  to  be 
eoMidered  cb  legmees,  they  would  be  entkled,  as  sgaioA 
the  devised  eetates,  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  mortgagees 
of  shoae  eitates  to  tlie  esitent  to  which  die  rooflgage  M^ 
hax}  been  paid  cut  «f  the  testator's  personal  estats; 
tcmtOtr  y.Leigh.^)    Bi«t  the  question  in  which  the 
Piaindfii  had  a  greater  interest  was,  whether  At^  weie 
-not  entitled  to  beeoneidered  as  creditona  by  reason  of 
the  oDteoaQt  into  which  the  teetator  had  ensemd  in  the 
eetdementr     That  was  a  ocivenant  which  the  testator 
was  incapable  of  performing,  and  which  was  in  effect 
bnoken  from  die  very  moment  it  was  ensered  iota 
It  was  true  that  the  statute  of  frauduleDt  deTkes(&) 
gave  uo'  remedy  against  the  devisee  of  a  debtor  except 
in  the  form  of  an  action  of  debt ;  Wibom  v.  KfitM^  [t)  s 
mad  the  remedy  had  only  been  extended  to  oovaDants 
by-4i  recent  acu(d)     But  in  this  case  tlie  tsstaler  bad 
hiiiasdf  fixed  aad  ascevtaiaed  the  damages  for  breach  cf 
tbecoeenant  at  the  sum  of  5000/.  tko-ee  per  cenit.eoo90l& 
If  ibe  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Piiiiiitif&  vert 
emilled)  by  reason  of  the  breach  of  oorenant)  to  be  eoni> 
sidered  as  oseditora^  but  that  the  damages  weaenotsscei* 
sahMdbythe  testator,  an  inquiry  before  the  Masterwould 
he< necessary  to  ascertain  the  amotuit  of  the  damsgi» 
•Wh^e  a  covenant  was  broken,  thoi^h  the  damages  were 
miHquidated,  the  covenantee  was  a  specialty  credimr,  sod 
itbudboeii  held  that  •van  an  administrator  could  tM  » 
ir.'  tain 

(n)Amif,i7h.     :  (c)  r  iP««irf  ifs^ 

(6)  SW.^M.  c,  14.  {d)  1  W.  4.  c.  47. 
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tain  his  own  simple  contract  debt  against  such  a  creditor :  1668. 
Musson  T.  Mmf.  (a)  Bat  it  mast  be  admitted  that  the  per- 
sons beneficially  entitled  under  the  settlement  could  claim 
only  as  Tohmteers,  and  were  not  entitled  to  compete  eren 
with  simple  contract  creditors  for  valuable  consideratian. 
They  were  voluntary  creditors  occupying  a  middle  sta- 
tion inferior  to  creditors  for  value  of  the  lowest  class,  and 
superior  to  legatees,  Sneed  v.  Culpepper  {b)  was. a  ease 
which  shewed  the  extent  to  which  the  Court  would  sup* 
port  a  voluntary  settlement  made  in  favour  of  cbildcen ; 
and  the  natural  obligation  a  man  was  under  to  pro- 
vide for  his  children,  upon  which  the  Court  insisted  in 
that  case,  was  equal,  whether  the  children  were  legiti- 
mate or  illegitimate.  In  that  ease,  5.  having .  several 
children,  and  being  much  in  debt,  conveyed  part. of 
hb  lands  in  trust  for  payment  of  his  debts;  and  by 
another  deed,  conveyed  other  part  to  trustees, for  the 
maintenance  of  his  children.  This  last  conveyance  being 
voluntary  was  declared  void  as  to  creditors,  but  good 
against  &  himself;  and  therefore,  it  was  held,  that  if 
his  creditors  should  fall  upon  those  lands  for  a  satis- 
faction  of  their  debts,  and  thereby  strip  the  children  of 
their  maintenance,  the  children  should  have  a  recom- 
penoe  out  of  the  residue  of  the  estate  which  5.  had 
reserved  to  himself  for  bis  own  maintenance;  and  the 
Court  competed  it  to  the  case  where  creditors,  that  have 
a  lien  upon  the  land,  take  their  satisfiwtion  out  of  the 
personal  estate  which  was  liable  to  other  creditors  of  an 
inferior  nature,  who  have  no  lien  upon  the  land ;  these 
creditors  in  equity  shall  stand  in  the  place  of  the.  other 
creditors  who  had  a  Uen  upon  the  land^  and  heve/a 
satbfiiction  out  of  that  in  their  stead.  This  caae  was 
tbesame^  for  though  the  conveyance. was  veluntary  in 

the 

(a)  5  r.  4>  jr.  194.  (5)  S  Eq.  Co.  Ahl^.  855. 
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Um  &ther^  yat  1m  inw  boand  by  naliire  Id  piwide  for 
his  children,  and  it  was  a  aort  nf  dabt 


On  the  other  side  it  was  contended,  that  the  gift  of 
the  5000A  three  per  cent,  consols  was  not  a  general 
peomuaiy  legacy;  that  it  was  gi?en  sepamtely  and 
disUoctljr  firom  the  legacies  enumerated,  as  sacb»  in  the 
tastttor's  will,  and  must  be  taken  to  be  a  gift  payaUo 
owl  of  the  surplus^  if  any,  of  the  produce  of  the  property 
diracted  to  be  sdid  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  and 
legacies  tfaereiQaft^  enumerated,  which  did  not  kicloda 
the  gift  ui  question.  There  being  no  surplus  of  the 
produce  of  the  property  directed  to  be  sold,  the  gpft 
of.  tka.  50aOL  which  was  to  be  paid  out  of  that  specific 
fUnd  and  no  other,  wholly  fiiiled.  Neither  was  there 
^oy  debt  or  breach  of  covenant  at  the  death  of  the 
testator,  in  respect  of  which  the  Plaintifis  oould  daina 
as  creditors;  for  the  trustees  were  actually  in  possessioa 
of  the  estates,  and  applied  the  rents  and  profits  to 
the  trusts  of  the  will  from  the  year  1818,  when  the 
teaCator  died,  until  18€7,  when  Jokn  Wrigki  came  of 
aga,  and  entered,  as  he  was  entitled  to  do^  upon  the 
sattkd  estates,  without,  however,  calling  for  past  rents, 
of  in  any  manner  disturbing  what  had  beto  previously 
dona  by  the  trwstees.  To  argue  that  a  coivenant  for 
qni^  enjoyiaent^  which  enjoyment  was  not  actually 
disturbed  until  nine  years  after  the  death  of  the  oorve« 
nantois  wlaa  broken  at  the  very  moment  it  was  enterad 
iRia,  was  a  subtlety  which  could  not  prevail  for  aay 
purpose  in  thai  Coai%  much  less  for  the  purpose  of 
Mktimg  voicMMeers. 


Mr.  BtokersMk  and  Mr.  Lavaty  for  the  Plaintiffs. 


Mr.  TVfhi^jf,  Mr.  Kinderdeyj  Mr.  Wigram^  and  Mr. 
Dudeworik^  for  seteral  Defendants. 

Mr. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  775 

Mr.  Wrmf,  <br  the  Crowd,  which  cbined  the  iiittrctts     ^  i88S. 
of  the  deceased  {llqptimate  ditldren* 


73k  Ma«t«r  ^/Ae  Bolls.  2>«?.9. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  Questions  which 
were  raiired  on  the  supposidon  that  the  Plaintiffs  were 
entitled  to  claim  as  legatees;  because  I  am  of  opinion 
that,  under  the  covenants  contained  in  the  settlement, 
the  Plaintiffs  are  to  be  considered  as  creditors.  The 
PlainUffss  however,  being  volunteers,  are  not  entlded 
to  compete  with  creditors,  even-  on  simple  contract  for 
valuaMe  consideration  r  but,  aa  against  the  devisees  of 
the  testator,  they  are  entitled  to  stand  in  ihe  plaee  of 
the  mortgagees  who  have  been  satisfied  out  ef  the  fund 
provided  for  the  payment  of  debts*  And  let  k  be 
referred  to  the  Master  to  inquire  into  the  amount  of  iIm 
damage  sustained  by  their  eviction  from  the  estate. 


Dee.  IS. 
Another  question  was  afterwards  raised  in  thia  Qase.  Where  bjr 
The  testator,  by  the  settlement  made  in  favour  of  his  i^jmuS^^ 
natural  children,  limited  ceruin  estates  to  the  use,  ioten^  sn  afterborn 
and  purpose  that,  in  case  Mary  Lomai  should  happen  lonin^,and 
to  have  another  child  by  him,  NaUianid  fVrigh^  then  tfheshoulddio 
that  such  after-born  child  should  out  of  the  said  pre-  tained  twenty 
mises  have,  receive^  and  take  during  his  natural  life  an  f^^lo'^^jj^j^, 
annual  rent  or  sum  of  25/»,  and  subject  to  such  chaige»  ill^timate 
and  certain  other  charged  therein  mentioned,  to  the  use  an  infknLaod 
of  Henry  I^mas^  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever;  bel  in  an  afber«born 
case  Henry  Lomas  should  happen  to  die  under  age»  and  son  attained 

without  issue,  then,  subject  as  aforesaid,  to  the  use  of  the  age  of 

1     A      ■  *  .1 1  *.         .»   ./.  ».    .    .  3  twenty-one,it 

such  after-bom  child  as  aforesaid,  u  a  son,  his  neirs  and  was  held  that 

assigns  for  ever ;  but  in  case  there  should  be  no  after-  the  last  limiui- 
^  '  tion  failed^and 

bom  son  as  aforesaid,  or  in  case  there  should  be  one  that  the  de- 

and  he  should  die  under  age  and  without  isaue,  then,  r^f^^^o^ 

3  E  2  subject  the  heir  of 

the  grantor. 
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1633.  subject  and  charged  as  aforesaid^  to  the  use  of  OOer 
Lomast  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.  Henry  Lomas 
and  Oiler  Lomas  both  died  under  age,  and  withoat 
isssne;  Peter  Lomas^  the  after-born  sod^  attained  his 
age  of  twenty-one ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  the 
executory  devise  over  was  void,  being  dependent  on  the 
death  of  a  devisee  incapable  of  taking,  or  whether  it 
was  accelerated  by  reason  of  the  incapacity  of  that 
devisee. 

Mr.  Wray  for  the  Crown,  which    represented  the 
interest  of  Oiler  Lomas. 

It  was  decided  in  Blodwell  v.  Edwards  (a),  that  a  limit- 
ation to  a  bastard,  before  he  be  born,  is  bad;  **for  the 
law  bath  not  any  expectancy  that  any  such  should  be^ 
nor  will  give  liberty  or  scope  to  provide  for  such  before 
they  be."  The  limitation  to  the  after-born  ill^timale 
child,  therefore,  in  the  present  case  being  void,  the  nest 
limitation  takes  effect  as  if  the  prior  one  were  entirely 
struck  out  of  the  deed.  In  Carrici  v.  Errington  {b\  it  is 
laid  down  that  if  lands  be  limited  to  A.  for  lif^  f^ 
mainder  to  J3.,  a  papist,  for  life,  remainder  to  Cy  a 
protestant,  and  A.  dies,  in  such  case  the  remainder  to 
^.,  the  papist,  being  void,  the  next  remainder  to  C. 
shall  take  effect  presently,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  a 
remainder  were  limited  to  a  monk  for  life,  or  to  one  who 
refuses  to  take,  or  if  such  remainder-man  were  deady 
and  there  had  never  been  such  limitation. 

.   Mr,  Tintiey  and  Mr.  Kindersley^  cotUrd. 

•  In  Carridc  v.  Erringiofiy  where  there  was  a  remainder  in 
a  settlement  to  A.^  a  papist,  for  life,  remainder  to  trustees 
to  preserve  contingent  remainders  during  the  life  of^f 

remainder 

(a)  Cro.  Bik,  SO0.  (b)  8  P.  Wm.  561. 
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remainder  tp  /l.'s  first  and  other  sons,  remainder  to  B*^ 
a  protestant,  for  life;  and  the  question  waS|  whether  the 
heir  at  law  of  the  grantor,  or  the  remainder-man  B* 
should  take  the  profits  during  the  life  of  the  papist} 
the  point  actually  decided  was,  not  that  the  remainder  of 
B»  was  accelerated,  which  would  undoubtedly  have  ^up- 
ported  the  argument  on  the  other  side,  but  that  the  heir 
at  law  of  the  grantor  should  take  the  estate  so  long  as  the 
same  was  undisposed  of.     The  Lord  Chancellor  ex- 
pressly said   that  the   next   protestant  remainderTOian 
was  not  to  be  let  in  before  his  time,  so  as  to  prejudice 
or  endanger  a  third  person,  the  son  or  sons  of  the  papist« 
In  Robinson  v.  Hardcastle  {a\  the  very  point  was  raised 
whether,  where  the  first  use  is  illegal,  it  shall  defeat  the 
limitations  over,  or  accelerate  their  coming  into  posses- 
sion ;  and  the  Court  of  Ktng^s  Bench,  to  which  a  case 
was  sent,  was  of  opinion  that  a  void  use  does  not  ac- 
celerate the  limitations  over.     Mr.  J.  BuUer,  upon  the 
argument  of  that  case,  observed  that  if  a  subsequent 
limitation  depended  upon  a  prior  estate,  which  was  void^ 
the  subsequent  one  must  fall  together  with  it;  but  if  the 
subsequent  limitation  did  not  depend  upon  the  other,  it 
might  then  take  place  notwithstanding  the  first  was  bad. 
Here  the   subsequent   limitation   is  wholly  dependent 
upon  that  which  precedes  it,  inasmuch  as  it  was  to  take 
effect  upon  a  contingency  which  was  to  happen  to  the 
person  intended  to  take  under  the  prior  limitation.     The 
remainder  over  was  to  take  effect  in  the  event  of  an  after- 
born  illegitimate  child  dying  under  twenty-one,  and  as 
an  after-born  illegitimate  child  has  attained  twenty-one, 
the  remainder  over  is  absolutely  void,  and  the  gift  Will 
result  to  the  heir  of  the  grantor. 

Mr. 
(a)  S  Br<K  C.  C.  S9.  544.  and  8  7.  R.  Ul. 

S  E  S 
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■1M3^  Mr.  Wray^  in  reply. 

Where  a  limitation  b  simply  voidt  the  person  next 
entitled  in  remainder  will  be  let  in.     Thua,  where  there 
is  a  limitalxm  to  a  monk  for  life^  with  renaainder  ofer» 
the  estate  will  not  result  to  the  grantor  during  the  life 
of  the  monk,  but  the  next  limitation  will  take  effect; 
ibr  a  monk  is  for  all  ciril  purposes  dead ;    Thomby  v. 
Fl€dmood.{a)     It  is  impossible,  for    the   purposes  of 
this  argument,  to  distinguish  the  case  of  an  illegitimate 
child  not  in  esse  from  that  of  a  monk  ;   the  law  deems 
the  monk  to  be  a  person  cixnliter  morttmsy  and  it  will 
not  recognise  the  possible  birth  of  a  bastard,  for^  ac- 
cocding  to  Blodwell  v.  Edwards  (i),  it  hath  no  expect- 
ancy of  such  an  event  Whatever  the  fact  may  be^  there- 
fore, as  to  an  after-born  illegitimate  child  who  attained 
twenty^ooe,  the  Court  cannot  recognise  the  existence  of 
such  a  person,  but  will  let  in  OUer  homos  as  if  there  hsd 
been  no  prior  limitation  in  the  setdement.     In  Canick 
T.  JBrrifigtonf   the   trustees  to  preserve  contingent  re* 
mainden  were  the  persons  next  in  remainder  after  the 
void  limitation  to  the  papist,  and  they  were  entitled  to 
hold  the  estates  during  the  life  of  the  papist,  whether 
he  kid  issue  or  not.    That  case,  therefore,  is  no  ex- 
ception to  the  rule  contended  for  on  the  part  of  the 
Crown. 

7^  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

If  in  a  grant  or  devise  there  be  a  limitation  in  fee 
which  is  wholly  void,  no  estate  passes,  and  the  use  re- 
mains in  the  grantor,  or  results  to  the  heir  of  the 
testator.  So,  if  the  void  limitation  be  not  of  the  fee, 
but  of  a  partial  interest  only  as  an  estate  for  life,  the 
use  of  such  partial  interest  in  like  manner  remains  iQ 

the 

(a)  1  Stra.3lB.  (h)  Cro.  Elk,S09. 
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the  grantor,  or  results  to  the  heir  of  the  testator.  The 
use  in  this  case  to  the  after-born  child  in  fee,  resulted 
to  the  grantor,  and  the  subsequent  gift  to  Otter  Lomas 
being  to  take  effect  only  in  case  the  after->boro  chMd 
died  before  he  attained  twenty-one,  and  nud^  after4>orn 
child  having  in  ftct  attained  twenty-one,  the  liaitcailM 
to  OUer  Lomas  could  never  take  effect,  and  the  C#oim, 
standing  in  his  place^  can  have  no  ctaiai.  The  keirof 
the  grantor  is,  therefore,  entitled  to  the  estate  limited 
to  the  after-born  son,  and  his  heirs. 
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There  is  a  case  in  the  books  which,  at  first  sights  seekns 
to  militate  against  the  principle  wbkh  I  have  utaied^  If 
there  be  a  devise  to  a  monk  for  life,  with  remainder  over, 
it  has  been  held  that  the  devise  to  the  monk  is  vtoid^  and 
the  remainder  over  takes  effect  upon  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator. The  reason  given  for  that  decision  is,  that  a  monk*  is 
cvoHiier  mortuus^  and  that  the  effect  is  the  same  as  if 
the  devise  had  been  to  a  person  who  had  died  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  testator;  that  reason  has  no  application 
here,  and  is,  indeed,  somewhat  quaint.  It  appeam  by 
reference  to  the  Registrar's  book,  diat  the  point  in 
Carrick  v.  Erringion  was  not  ultimately  decided^  the 
settlement  on  which  it  depended  beings  on  thd  h*a«ing 
of  the  cause  upon  further  directiouB,  dedarcd*  to  be 
fraudulent  and  void. 
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?S^  £m-  ELMSLEY  r.  YOUNG. 

MIS810NKU. 

May  A.  9.  ^^^.^  ^^^  ^^^  ^  ^^  si^i),  the  Platntiffi  appealed 

fund  to  tnis-  from  the  decision  of  the  Master   oF  the   Rolls  on 

*«*»"P^'*        the  first  point;  and  the  Defendants  appealed  from  his 
tni»t  to  pay  ^  _  ^^  ^  __^ 

the  interest  to  Honor's  decision  on  the  second  point.     It  was  agreeo 

life^^nd'aaer   ^^*^  ^^^  ^^  appeals  should  be  considered  and  aiTgocd, 
his  decease  to   as  if  they  were  a  single  appeal  from  the  whole  decree, 
pay,  transfer, 
and  assign  the 

same  among  Mr.  Wigram  and  Mr.  CampbdU  for  the  Piaifidffi- 

Jl?.*s  children,  ^ 

and  if  no  child  j    ^^  g^  ^    j         ^^  contend  that  AUxander  ElmsUlf 

ofB,,  from  r        »                                                 /•            i  • 

and  imme-  was  excluded,  by  the  terms  of  the  settienaentf  from  taking 

the  dMem  «»der  the  ultimate  limitation  to  the  settlor's  next  of  kin. 
of  A  upon  In  Hollaooay  v.  HolUmay{fl\  it  was  held  that  the  tenant 
transfer,  mid  ^^  1*^^  of  a  fund,  who  was  also  one  of  the  testotor's  co- 
assign  the  heiresses  at  law,  was  not  excluded  from  a  share  of  the 
should  ap.*  fund  which  was  given  over,  in  ihe  event  which  happened, 
5efauh  of  '°  ^  ^"^  person  or  persons  as  should  be  the  testator's 
appointment,  heir  or  heirs  at  law.  In  that  case  there  was  not^  as  m 
fe^d^Ts^*"  ^^®  present,  a  direction  to  the  trustees  to  pay  and  assign, 
sign  the  same  the  fund  to  the  persons  filling  the  character  of  a  parti- 
sonorpemns  cul^r  clas8^  a  direction  absolutely  inconsistent  with  the 

as  should  at     supposition  that  Alexander  was  to  be  included  under  the 
the  time  of  ^  •  ,  • 

the  decease      uUiniate. limitation.     In  Jones  v.  Colbeck[b\  there  was  a 

^^^t  *?kf '*     S*'^  ^^  ^^^  residue  of  the  testator's  estate  to  his  daughter, 
if.  died  in  the  And 

lifetime  of  B.     '  f^)  5  Vet.  399.  '  '  (i^)  8  Vet,  35. 

without  •  '  ' 

having  made  any  appointment;  and  B.  died  without  issue,    B.  is  not  excluded  from 
the  benefit  of  the  limitation  to  il.'s  next  of  kin. 
Affirmed  on  appeal.  .  ^ 

9.  was  the  only  survi?in|  brother  of  A.,  and  there  were  children  of  a  deceased 
brother  of  A.i  iteld,  by  tte  Lords  Cenimissioaers,  ov««4triic^ /Wfll^  v.  M^ 
Hinckley  ▼.  Maclareru^  and  the  xiecision  In  the  present  case  at  the  RoJl^  that^na 
words  ••  next  of  kin,*'  used  thtpliciler,  are  to  be  taken  to  mean  "nearest  of  km, 
and  that  consequtntly  B,'s  personal  representatives  were  entitled  to  the  whole  fund. 


Y^^qNo, 
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And  a  gift  over,  in  the  erents  which  happened^  among       IBBfi, 
the  testator^s  relations  in  a  due  course  of  administration,      Elmsley 
and  Sir  William  Grant  was  of  opinion  that  the  personal  v. 

representatives  of  the  daughter  were  eKoloded,  assigning 
as  one  of  his  reasons,  that  it  was  next  to  impossible  that 
the  testator  would  have  taken  that  strange  circuit^u^ 
niethpd  of  ipving  her  the  whole  xesidue>  in  the  event  of 
her  d^ipg  without  children,  instead  of  directly  saying, 
sow.  In  tl>e  present  case  it  is  no  less  extravQganf 
to  suppose  that  the  settlor  meant,  in  the.  ev^nt  of. 
Alexander  dying  without  issue,  to  ^ive  to  Alexander  ^^ 
benefit  under  the  designation  of  his  *^  next  of  kin."  It 
was  said  that  in,. order  to  support  the  construction  for 
which  we  contend,  there  must  be  added  to  the  words 
"  next  of  kin,*'  the  words  **  exclusive  of  my  brother 
Alexander  ;**  but  there  would  be  niuch  mote  force  in  the 
argument  that  if  the  settlor  under  tha  words  '^next  of 
kin"  had  intended  to  include  a  dead  person,  he  would 
have  used  the  words  '*  inclusive  of  or  not  excl^uding'my 
brother  Alexander**  In  Briden  v.  Heaiett {a\  where 
the  testator  gave  his  property  to  his  mother  for  life, 
and  after  her  decease  to  such  persons  as  she  should 
by  will  appoint,  and,  in  case  she  should  die  without 
a  will,  to  such  persons  as  would'  be  entitled  to  the  same' 
by  virtue  of  the  statute  of  distributions,  the  same  Judge 
who  decided  the  present  case  said  it  was  clear  the  testktor 
meant  to  exclude  his  mother  from  the  class  who  Were  to 
take  in  the  event  of  her  intestacy.  In  Bird  v.  Wpod[b)y 
it  was  held,  under  similar  circumstances,  that  the  tendrit 
for  life,  the  testatrix's  daughter,  was  excluded  from  a 
limitation  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testatrix.  The  case 
of  a  settlement  is  much  stronger  than  that  of  .a  wiljl.,  In , 
a  will  the  testator  alone  speaks,  and  where  property 
is  limited  to  a  class  who  are  to  take  upon  a  contingency, 
tfaongh  a  person  belonging  to  the  class  may  die  before, 

the. 
(a)  p.  90.  ntpra,  {b)  fl  Sim,  4r  Siu,  400. 
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the  property  veiti  ai  pesMtaon,  die  benefit  of  the  oon- 
dngency  wUl  go  to  hie  represeDtetiTe.     But  in  a  settk- 
m^»t  botb  parties  speak ;  dm  iotendoD  of  both  parties 
OHist  gofwem  the  eonstruttion  of  the  instroment;  and  it 
is  impossible  to  hold  that  Alexander^  being  oae  of  the 
parties  to  this  contnicl,  sboold  have  meant  that  a  benefit 
should  go  to  himself  after  his  own  decease;  and  further, 
that  the  trustees  should  assign  and  transfer  the  prc^ier^y 
whioh  was  the  subject  of  the  settleroentt  to  him»  Alescandar^ 
after  his  own  decease.    In  P9aTce  v.  Vimoent  (aX  a  case 
sent  to  law  irom  the  RoUs»  where  estates  were^vea  to  A. 
Ibr  life»  with  a  power  of  appointing  to  an  estate  in  fiee  a 
person  answering  aparticuhr  description^  with  remainder 
m  de&alt  of  appointment  to  such  person,  and  the  tenant 
for  life  himself  answered  that  description,  and  made  no 
appdntment,  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
that  the  tenant  for  life  was  not  excluded,  but  the  late 
Master  of  the  Rolls  was  dissatisfied  with  that  opinion, 
and  sent  the  case  to  another  Court. 

If  the  Court  should  decide  against  us  on  this  point, 
the  words  *^  next  of  kin^  ''used  simplicitery  must  be  held 
to  mean  next  of  kin  according  to  the  statute  of  distri- 
btttions ;  and  the  Plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  a  moiety  of 
the  fund  as  the  cbildroi  of  the  deceased  brother  of  the 
settlor.  The  only  two  cases  which  exactly  bit  this  point 
are  Phillips  v.  Garth  {b\  and  the  late  case  oSHiudcUg  ▼• 
Madarens  (c),  where  the  late  Master  of  the  Rolls^  after 
fully  examining  all  the  authorities,  came  to  the  oon- 
dusion  that  Mr,  J.  BuUet^B  decision,  as  to  the  meaning 
of  the  words  "  next  of  kin,"  without  more^  had  never 
been  Impeached,  ^except  perhaps  in  the  case  of  Srmdm 
r.  Btemdan  /  and  that  ihe  dfete,  which  had  .fidlen  from 
Judges  in  disqiprobatk)n  of  that  case,  applied,  not  to  his 

decision 

(a)  1  Cromp.  4*  Meet,  598 ;  (b)  5  Bro.  C,  C,  64. 

and  lee  the  next  esse.  (e)  l  Myhe  ^  Keen,  S7. 
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decision  upon  the  effect  of  the  words  ^*  next  of  kin/'  bat  1 895. 
to  his  distribution  of  the  property  per  capita  <^  a  di»» 
tribution  inconsistent  with  the  constriictioo  which  he  pot 
upon  the  words  *<next  of  kin,''  because  he  thereby  sup* 
ported  the  statute  for  one  purpose,  and  rgeoted  it  for  mno« 
then  It  is  true  that  in  Brandtm  v.  Brandon  {a\  Shr  Thomoi 
Pltaner  considers  the  weight  of  authority  to  be  against 
PhiUips  V.  Qdrth^  as  to  the  oonstruethMi  of  the  words 
^  next  of  kin ;  **  but  in  Brandon  ▼.  Brandtm,  the  wcitis 
were  <' nearest  and  next  of  kin;''  and  what  Is  said  by 
Sir  T.  Pbmer,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  words  <^next 
of  kin,**  taken  simpKciier,  must  be  consideired  as  extra- 
judicial. The  only  question  is,  whether  the  words  ^  next 
of  kin ''  are  to  be  considered  as  technical  words,  to  be 
understood  in  the  sense  of  next  of  kin  according  to  the 
statute  of  distributions ;  for  if  they  be  technical  words, 
and  there  is  nothing  to  explain  or  control  the  sense  in 
which  they  are  to  be  understood,  the  settlor  will  be  bound 
by  them.  That  they  are  words  of  art,  familiar  to  lawyers, 
and  used  by  them  in  the  sense  of  next  of  kin  accord- 
ing to  the  statute,  every  day's  experience  demonstrates. 
In  references  to  the  Master  to  inquire  who  are  the  next 
of  kin,  and  in  minutes  of  decrees  and  other  forms  of 
proceedings  in  this  Court  where  that  expression  is  used, 
is  it  ever  doubted  whether  the  next  of  kin  as  in  case  of 
intestacy,  or  the  nearest  in  blood,  are  intended ;  or  does 
the  Master,  upon  such  a  reference,  ever  understand  the 
words  **  next  of  kin  "  in  any  other  sense  than  that  of  next 
of  kin  according  to  the  statute?  Mr.  J.  Butter,  so  long 
ago  as  the  year  1790,  was  of  opinion  that  the  words  had 
acquired  a  well-ascertained  technical  meaning ;  bis  deci- 
sion has  never  been  over-ruled,  or  disapproved  in  any 
case  where  the  same  point  came  before  the  Court}  and 
it  has  been  followed  in  Hhwlde^  v.  Maolarens,  in  the 

case 
(a)  S  SwafuL^\%, 
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case  now  under  oonsidemtlon,  and  in  many  oClier 
wh»;«  the  point  has  been  considered  too  thoroagfaly 
settled  to  reqaire  argument.  In  Siamp  v.  Cooke  {a\  it 
is  expressly  laid  down  by  Lord  Keryon^  that,  if  a  tes- 
tator makes  a  bequest  to  his  ^  next  of  kin,**  and  stops 
diere;  the  statute  is  certainly  the  rule  to  go  by. 

Lord  Commissioner  Shadwrix  obserred,  that  as  to 
the  first  pcunt,  it  appeared  both  to  him  and  his  brodier 
Commisstoner  to  be  too  clear  to  render  any  argument  on 
the  other  side  necessary.     Had  he  (Lord  Commissioner 
SkadweU)  been  called  upon  to  settle  the  deed  in  such  a 
manner  as  that,  in  the  event  of  Alexander  Elmdey  being* 
dead  without  children,  Alexander  should  be  included  in 
the  class  of  next  of  kin  to  whom  the  fund  was  altn    , 
nlately  limited,  he  should  have  used  the  words  in  this 
deed,  and  none  other.     The  counsel  on  the  other  side 
would,  therefore,  confine  themselves  to  the  second  point. 

Mr.  Thmey  and  Mr.  Lofcat^  for  the  Defendants. 

The  Court  having  decided  that  Alexander  ElmsUy 
was  not  excluded  by  the  terms  of  the  settlement,  we 
have  next  to  contend  that  the  representatives  of  Alex- 
ander^  as  the  nearest  in  blood,  are  entided  to  the  whole 
fund.  This  must  be  considered  as  a  question  of  in- 
tention, and  it  is  clear  that,  according  to  the  common 
understanding  of  mankind,  the  next  of  kin  mean  nearest 
in  blood.  If  a  man,  having  a  brother,  and  a  nephew 
the  son  of  a  deceased  brother  or  sister,  had,  before  the 
statute,  been  asked  who  was  his  next  of  kin,  would  he  have 
hesitated  in  designating  his  brother  ?  So,  if  he  had  two 
soiis  living,  and  grand-children,  descendants  of  a  deceased 
son,  would  he  have  included  his  grand->children  in  the  de- 
scription of  his  next  of  kin  ?    There  can  be  no  doubt  as 

lo 
(a)  1  Car,  2S4. 
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to  the  naturid  sense  of  the  expresuoo  ^'next  of  kia,'* 
and  that  natural  sense  is  recognised  by  the  statute  of 
distributions  itself*  The  sixth  section  of  .the  act  (a) 
enacts,  that  **m  case  there  be  no  children^  nor  any 
U^  representatives  of  them,  then  one  moiety  of  the 
said  estate  is  to  be  allotted  to  the  wife  of  the  intestate^ 
the  remainder  of  the  said  estate  to  be  distributed 
equally  to  every  of  the  next  of  kindred  of  the  intestate^ 
who  arc  in  equal  degree,  and  those  who  legally  repre- 
sent them."  The  next  of  kindred,  therefore,  axe  re^* 
cognised  as  the  nearest  of  kin,  and  those  who  kgally 
represent  them  are  expressly  distinguished  from  sucli 
nearest  of  kin.  The  decision  of  Mr.  J*  JBuiUr  ia 
PkiUipsY.  Garth  {b)  has  been  successively  disapproved 
by  Lord  Thaiaw^  Lord  Eldon^  and  Sir  William  QratUj 
and  in  Brandon  v.  Brandon  {c)  it  was  expressly,  over- 
roled  by  Sir  Thomas  Pbtmer.  It  is  true,  that  the  words 
in  Brandon  v.  Brandon  were  ^*  nearest  and  nextof  ki%" 
but  those  words  are  not  capable  of  being  distinguished 
from  <^next  of  kin."  With  the  exception  of  PAUUps 
V.  Garthi  and  Hincldey  v.  Maclarensj  which  followed  it, 
there  is  no  case  in  which  an  interpretation  has  been 
given  to  the  words  "next  of  kin,"  other  than  their 
natural,  which  is  also  their  legal  sense.  AH  the  other 
cases,  in  which  the  statute  of  distributions  has  been 
resorted  to,  are  cases  in  which  the  expressions  used 
by  the  testator  have  been  of  so  vague  a  nature,  such  as 
"  relations,"  and  the  like,  that  the  Court  has  felt  itself 
compelled  to  resort  to  some  rule  in  order  to  give  a 
definite  meaning  to  the  words  used  by  the  testator,  and 
under  such  circumstances  has  considered  the  statute  aa 
the  most  equitable  guide:  Thomas  v.  Hole{d)y  Green  v. 
Howard {e\  Lowndes  y.  Stone {g\  Harding  y.  Glyn{h)j 

WHght 

(a)  SS  &  tZ  C.  S.  c.  10.  (e)  1  Bro.  C.  C.3I. 

{b)  Z  Bro.  a  C,  64.  Ig)  4  Vei.  649. 

(c)  Z  Swantt.  319.  {h)  1  Ath.  46P. 
^ff)  Ca,  temp,  Talb,  951. 
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18M.  mrigM  r.  Jlifyns.{a)  Eivea  Siamp  r.  Ckmke  {6\  y^nut 
Loid  JCsM^m  uUeMd  iIm  iiOwm  relied  upon  bj  the 
the  odier  tide,  was  a  case  of  that  deacripdo»» 


Mr.  Ifigramt  in  raply* 


^^  ^'  Lord  Commissioner  Shadwelu 

By  the  instnunent  which  is  the  aulgeei  of  the  sbHi 
the  settlor,  P^tr  Elm$l^  in  the  event  of  the  death  of 
his  brother  jUexander  Etrndegt  and  failure  of  his  ianie^ 
gives  a  sum  of  stock  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  p^r^ 
assign,^  and  transfer  the  same  to  himself  Ptter  Ebnkg^ 
if  he  ahoald  be  living*  and  if  he  should  not  be  liviogi « 
he  should  appoint;  and  in  de&olt  of  appointment  to 
such  person  or  persons  as  should  at  the  time  oi  the 
decease  of  the  said  Peier  Elmd^  be  the  next  of  kin  of  hin 
the  said  Peter  Elmslejf^  and  to  and  for  no  other  us^ 
trust,  iotenty  or  purpose  whatsoever.    Peter  Stmsley  diedi 
leaving  his  brother  Alexandert  and  childroi  of  a  decesaed 
brother  iA4/H  surviving  him ;  and  the  question  is,  whether 
the  children  of  the  deceased  brother  shall^  by  virtue  of 
the  words  **  next  of  kin.*'  partieipale  in  tite  fund  with 
the  settlor's  brother.      It   was   said    that    the   term 
**  nffit  of  kin  **  means,  by  force  of  its  own  natural  lo* 
port,  the  persons  who  take  as  next  of  kin  by  the  statute 
of  distributions;  but  that  this  is  not  so  is  manifest  upon 
the  face  of  the  statute  iUelf,  in  the  sixth  section  of  whkh 
it  is  enacted,  <<  that  in  case  there  be  no  children,  nor  any 
Icjgal  representatives  of  them,  then  one  moiety  of  the 
estate  is  to  be  allotted  to  the  wife  of  the  intestate,  the 
remainder  of  the  said  estate  to  be  distributed  equally  to 
every  of  the  next  of  kindred  of  the  intestate,  who  are 
in  eqnal  degree,  and  those  who  legally  represent  ihew;'* 
so  that  the  statute  does  emphatically,  in  directing  a  dis- 
tribution 

(a)  1  Turn.  ^  Run.  145.  ib)  1  Car,SS4« 
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tribotion  in  a  particakr  case,  lake  notiee  that  the  per*        \8S5. 
sons  who  are  to  take  shall  be  the  next  of  kin,  and  some 
oUier  persons^  besides  the  next  of  kin  of  the  iiitealaleb 
It  is  perfectly  true  that  for  the  purposes  of  decrees  and 
orders  in  this  Court,  the  term  <^next  of  kin''  is  under- 
stood, as  a  matter  of  course,  to  signify  those  persons 
who  would  be  entitled  under  the  statute  of  distributions ; 
a  fact  which  will  be  manifest  upon  examination  of  the 
foms  given  in  Mr.  Selon's  i^aluable  book  en  decrees. 
It  is  by  no  means  true^  however,  as  a  general  pro^ 
position,  thilt  the  term  <<  next  of  kin"  is  taken  to  signify 
those  who  are  entitled  under  the  statute  of  distributions ; 
and  I  say  so,  because,  from  my  own  personal  knowledge, 
in  marriage  settlements,  where  a  limitation  is  to  be  made 
of  personal  property  brought  in  by  the  husband  or  wife 
in  llie  event  of  the  party  bringing  it  in  dying  without 
leaving  children,  the  limitation  is  never  in  any  well- 
drawn  settlement  made  to  the  next  of  kin,  but  it  is 
always  couched  in  these  words,  or  woids  tantamount 
to  them,  that  the  property  shall  go  to  ^  person  or 
persons  who  would  be  entitled  to  the  dear  residue  of 
the  personal  e&tate  of  the  party  deceased,  in  case  that 
party  had  died  iHiroarried  and  intestate.     This,  or  some 
soch  font!   of  words  is  always  found  in  every  well-^ 
drawn  conveyance,  and  this  form  of  words  shews  that, 
in  the  opinion  of  conveyancers,  a  dear  distinctton  exists 
between  nect  of  kin  and  those  persons  who  are  entitled 
uttder  the  statute  of  distributions. 

It  appef^a  that  a  doubt  «a$  first  created  upon  this 
poiQt  by  a  (tifhsm  which  fell  from  a  moat  eminent  and 
leaned  Judg^  Lord  KtnjfOfh  in  the  caae  of  Siamp  v. 
C6oke{a)i  which  was  decided  in  1786.  It  is  to  be 
obsfffvad,  that  the  only  point  wliich  it  waa  necessary 
to  decide  in  that  case  was  the  eonatruetion  to  he 
put  upon  the  words   **  next  rdations,''  coupled   with 

words 

(a)  1  Cox,  234. 


78g  CA8£S  IN  CHANCERY. 

1895.  words  which  went  lo  interpret  the  te$t«tor^8  mmniBg, 
<'as  sisters,  nephews,  and  nieces."  It  was  not 
sary  to  the  dedsion  of  that  poin^  that  Lewd 
should  use  the  expressions  which  are  found  in  the 
report.  Lord.£;i^oit|  however,  certainly  does  say  that, 
<<  if  the  residue  had  been  given  to  the  *  next  of  kii^' 
and  the  testator  had  stopped  there,  the  statote  woald 
have  been  the  rule  to  go  by;  and  altbouf^  nephews 
and  nieces  are  not  in  &ct  so  near  as  brothers  and 
sisters,  y^t  the  fund  would  have  been  distributable  per 
stirpes  accordii^  to  the  statute.''  But  though  ibb 
opinion  was  expressed  by  Lord  JKntyont  if  the  re- 
port, be  correct,  one  cannot  at  the  same  time  but 
think,  with  great  humility,  that. the  very  words  of  the 
statute  were  not  present  to  his  Lordship's  recoUection, 
especially  as  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  decision  of 
the  case  that  any  such  proposition  should  be  laid  donns. 
In  1790,  the  case  of  PhiUips  v.  Garth  (a)  came  before 
Mr.  Justice  BuUer^  sitting  for  the  Lord  Cbanoeltor.  In 
that  case,  the  testator,  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his 
estate  and  effects  to  be  eqjually  divided  to  and  amongst 
his.  next  of  kin,  share  and  share  alike.  Mr.  Justice 
BuUer  goes  at  some  length  into  the  cases,  and  he  says, 
<^  I  cannot  distinguish  this  case  from  Tlioma$  v.  Hdes 
t|iat  case  is  in  point,  except  that  there  the  word  is 
<  relations,'  which  being,  to  be  construed .  next  of  Ida, 
makes  it  this  case."  It  is  not  necessary  for  the  decision 
of  the  present  case,  to  advert  to  the  construction  which  has 
been  put  upon  the  word  *^  relations;"  true  it  is  that  in 
some^  of  the  cases,  in  order  to  give  some  certainty  to 
a.word  in  itsdf  of  vague  and  indefinite  signification,  it 
ha^  been  hdid  that  those  should  take  under  die  de- 
scription of  <^  relations "  who  would  have  been  entitled 
to  take  under  the  statute  of  distribution.  The  decision  in 
PhiUips  V.  Garth  was,  that  the  residue  should  be  divided 

into 

(a)  5  Bro.  C.  C.  64. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  789 

into  thirteen  parts,  of  which  the  brothers,  nephews,  and        1835. 

nieces  were  each  to  take  one  share.     The  cause  after-     *  "^    -' 

Elhslst 
wards  oamebefoi-e  Lord  ThurUm^  upon  a  petition  of  re-  v. 

hearing*  presented  by  one  of  the  testator's  nephews ;  but        » o^''**- 

Lord  ThutlatDj  inclining  much  in  fiivour  of  the  right 

of  the  brothers^  directed  the  case  to  stand  over  to  enable 

the  brothers  to  present  a  petition,  and  the  cause  was 

Sttbs^aently  compromised. 

In  Gatrick  v.  Lord  Camden  (a),  Lord  Eldon  says,  he 
had  always  great  doubt  upon  the  case  of  PhiUips  t.  Garth ; 
he  states  the  reasoning  upon  which  Lord  Thurkyx  went  in 
disapproving  of  Mr.  Justice  Bfiller*s  decision,  namely,  that 
<*nextof  kin,"  being  theonlydescription,  without  the  addi- 
tion which  is  to  the  statute  of  those  who  represent  them, 
the  children  of  the  deceased  brothers  and  sisters  ought 
not  to  take  under  such  a  bequest ;  and  it  appears  that  he 
coincided  in  opinion  with  Lord  Tkurlaw.  In  Smith  ▼• 
CampbeU  (A),  Sir  William  Grant  says,  "  even  if  the 
testator  in  this  case  had  made  use  of  the  words  ^next 
of  kin,'  instead  of  his  <  nearest  surviving  relations,'  yet 
if  there  had  been  nothing  in  the  will  to  shew  that  he  tiieant  . 
the  next  of  kin  according  to  the  statute  of  distributions, 
I  shoukl  have  thought  the  brothers  and  sisters  would 
have  been  exclusively  entitled ; "  and  he  proceeds  to  notice 
Mr.  Justice  Btdkf^s  decision  to  the  contrary  in  Phillips 
V.  Garlhf  and  Lord  Thurli/afs  disapprobation  of  that 
decision.  Then  we  have  the  case  of  Brandon  v*  Bratt-- 
don  {c)  b^ore  Sir  Thomas  Plumer^  where  the  limitation 
was  to  the  *^  nearest  and  next  of  kin  of  Abigail  Brandon  ;*' 
and  the  question  was,  "Whether  the  brother  of  Abigail 
Brandon  was  exclusively  entitled,  or  whether  children 
of  two  deceased  sisters  were  entitled  to  participate  r  so 
that  the  case  is  in  effect  the  same  as  the  present;  with 

the 

(a)  14  Fa.  579.  (6)  Coop,  277.  (c)  d  Swantt  312, 
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1835.  dw  additioD  only  tbat  the  wonk  were  *^  nearest  and 
of  kin/'  instead  of  the  words  ^  next  of  kin"  by 
selves.  Sir  Thomas  Plumer  notices  the  dis^iprobation  of 
the  decision  in  Pkiliips  ▼.  Garth  expressed  by  Lovd 
TkurloWf  Lord  Eldon^  and  Sir  IV.  Grant  §  and  he  arrives 
aft  the  conclusion^  that  the  weight  of  authority  is  againaia 
the  doctrine  of  Phillips  v.  Garth.  The  Master  of  the 
Rolls  took  further  time  to  ccMisider  the  case;  and  when 
he  delivered  his  final  judgment,  he  adhered  to  the 
opinion  which  he  had  before  expressed. 

We  have  therefore  the  authority  of  Sir  Thomas 
Plumer  overruling  Phillips  v.  Garth  in  a  case  which  b 
in  terms  the  same»  except  as  to  the  addition  of  the  word 
*^  nearest,'*  which  appears  to  me  to  make  no  difference  in 
the  case.  We  have  the  disapprobation  of  Lord  TkurUno^ 
the  disapprobation  of  Lord  Eldon^  the  disapprobation  of 
Sir  fV.  Grant  s  all  these  Judges  concurring  in  theopiaioo 
expressed  by  Sir  Thomas  Plumer.  It  appears,  therefore, 
to  me,  and  my  brother  Commissioner,  who  will  state  his 
own  opinion  upon  the  point,  that  it  is  impossible  to  get 
over  the  weight  of  these  authorities;  that  Sir  Thoiaas 
Plumet's  decision  was,  both  on  principle  and  in  point 
of  authority,  the  right  one ;  and  that  the  decision  of  the 
late  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  wrong.  His  Honor's 
decree,  therefore^  as  to  this  part  of  the  case,  roust  be 
reversed. 

Lord  Commissioner  Bosanquet. 

As  the  judgment  pronounced  by  the  Court  is  a  judg« 
ment  of  reversal,  I  think  it  my  duty  to  assign  my  reasons 
for  concurring  in  that  judgment  The  question  is,  wbe« 
ther  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Mr.  J.  BuUer^  in  the  case 
of  Phillips  V.  Garth,  respecting  the  meaning  of  the 
words  **  next  of  kin,"  and  adopted  by  the  late  Master 

of 
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of  the  Rolls  in  Hinckley  y.  Maclar-ensj  can  be  supported.  1835. 
In  Phillips  V.  Garths  Mr.  J.  Btdler^  referring  to  a  rule 
laid  down  by  himself  inHodgson  y.  Ambrose{a\  sets  out  by 
saying  that,  where  the  testator  uses  technical  phrases,  the 
Court  is  bound  to  understand  them  as  such,  unless  the 
testator  uses  other  expressions  in  other  parts  of  the  will 
vAAdx  shew  that  he  did  not  mean  to  use  those  phrases 
technically;  and  he  says  that,  if  the  words  "  next  of  kin" 
are*  technical  words,  they  must  prevail  in  the  case  before 
him.  He  afterwards  says,  ^^  I  cannot  distinguish  this 
case  from  that  of  Thomas  v.  Hcie.  That  case  is  in 
point,  except  that  there  the  word  is  <  relations,'  which 
being  to  be  construed  '  next  of  kin,'  makes  it  this  case." 

The  two  grounds,  then,  upon  which  the  decision  of 
Mr.  J.  BuUer  proceeds,  are  first,  that  the  words  "  next 
of  krn "  have^  since  the  statute,  acquired  a  particular 
meaning;  and,  secondly,  that  the  case  of  Thomas \.  Hole 
was  a  decision  in  point  to  govern  that  case.  Now  bow, 
and  when,  and  to  what  extent  did  the  words  ^*  next  of 
kin  "  acquire  any  particular  meaning  distinct  from  their 
known  legal  meaning?  That  before  the  statute  the 
meanit^  of  those  words  was  clear  and  intelligible,  and 
that  there  was  no  difficulty  in  applying  them,  as  they 
had  been  applied  on  former  occasions  and  according  to 
the  language  of  Lord  Coke,  to  the  next  in  blood,  there 
can  be  no  doubt.  How,  then,  did  they  acquire  a  different 
meaning;  and  how  can  that  meaning  be  applied  to  an 
instrument  which  does  not  profess  to  relate  to  ti)e  statute 
of  distributions  —  which  does  not  profess  to  relate  to  an 
intestacy— but  which,  on  the  contrary,  professes  to  point 
out  the  particular  persons  who  are  to  take  the  property, 
and  which,  as  it  appears  to  roe,  indicates  an  anxiety 
not  to  leave  any  part  of  the  settlor's  property  undisposed 
of?  Do  the  words  *<  next  of  kin  "  imply  that  a  distri- 
bution 

(a)  Dong.  537. 
3  F  2 
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button  is  to  be  made  according  to  the  diroctiona  of  the 
statute,  or  are  they  to  be  construed  ^  next  of  kin "  tf 
described  in  the  statute  ?  That  they  do  not  imply  a  distri- 
bution according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  is,  I 
think,  clear  from  this  circumstance^  that  they  do  not  ex* 
tend  to  the  wife ;  for  it  is  not  argued  that  they  extend  to 
the  wife.  Mr.  J.  BulUr,  in  his  judgment,  considered  them 
not  as  determining  the  manner  in  which  the  propeily 
was  to  be  distributed,  but  as  a  descriptio  persomtnmi 
and  having  used  the  words  for  the  purpose  of  determiniog 
what  persons  were  to  take,  he  then  availed  himself  of 
the  words  of  the  particular  instrument*  namely,  ^<  share 
and  share  alike,"  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  mode 
of  distribution,  and  he  accordingly  directed  a  distributiofl 
per  capita. 


If  the  words  "  next  of  kin"  are  to  be  understood 
according  to  the  description  of  the  statut9^  it  is  necessary 
(o  consider  what  the  description  of  the  statate  is.    Tiie 
statute  says,  <*  to  every  of  the  next  of  kindred  to  the 
intestate,  who  are  in  equal  degree,  and  those  who  )effXij 
represent  them;"  so  that  next  of  kin  described  by  the 
statute  are  those  in  equal  degree,  to  which  the  statute 
superadds  other  words,  describing  the  representatives 
as  distinct  from  the  next  of  kin.     If  the  words  *'  next  of 
kin"  have  acquired  any  particular  meaning,  I  would  ask 
bow  far  does  that  meaning  extend,  and  where  is  th^ 
ground  for  saying  that  they  import  more  or  less  tfaso 
their  natural  legal  sense?   If  they  include  the  represent- 
atives of  deceased  persons,  at  what  period  does  that 
representation  stop  ?     Do  the  words  **  next  of  kiOf'' 
used  simply  and  absolutely,  and  without  reference  to 
any  intestacy,  or  to  the  statute,  include  not  merely 
representatives,  but  representatives  limited  by  a  parti* 
cular  description  aderwards  to  be  found  in  the  statute  ? 
I  find  great  difficuUy  in  saying,  even  supposing  this  to 
be  a  case  devoid  of  all  authority,  that  the  words  **  next 

of 
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of  kin/'  used  as  they  are  in  an  instrument  having  no 
reference  to  the  disposition  of  property  in  case  of  in- 
testacy, and  that  instrument  being  not  a  will,  but  a  deed, 
can  possibly  be  construed  in  a  difierent  sense  from  that 
which  the  law  ascribes  to  them. 


1885. 


As  to  the  second  ground  upon  which  Phillips  v.  Garth 
was  decided,  namely,  that  Thomas  v.  Hole^  where  the 
word  ^  relations"  was  held  to  mean  next  of  kin  accord- 
ing to  the  statute,  was  a  case  in  point,  it  is  to  be  ob- 
served, that  the  ground  upon  which  in  Thomas  v.  Hole, 
and  many  other  cases,  the  words  "  relations"  and 
*'  family"  have  been  held  to  import  next  of  kin  accord- 
ing to  the  statute,  is  this,  —  that  those  expressions, 
being  in  themselves  vague  and  indefinite,  must  of 
necessity  receive  some  limitation;  and  the  statute  has 
been  tnken  as  the  criterion  of  the  limitation  to  be 
imposed  upon  them.  The  words  ^*  next  of  kin"  are  in 
themselves  definite;  the  word  *<  relations"  is  in  itself 
indefinite;  the  reason,  therefore,  which  applies  for  im-* 
posiog  this  limitation  in  tlie  one  case  does  not  apply  in 
the  other. 

The  case  of  Phillips  v.  Garthj  however,  is  not  devoid 
of  authority  to  support  it. 


In  Stamp  v.  Cooke,  which  was  decided  two  years 
before  the  case  of  Phillips  v.  Garth,  Lord  Kenyon  ex- 
presses himself  in  terms  which  direcdy  apply  to  this 
case.  It  is,  however,  an  extra-judicial  opinion,  and  not 
necessary  for  the  decision  of  the  case  before  him.  The 
testator  in  that  case  gave  the  residue  of  his  esute  to  his 
**  next  relations,  as  sisters,  nephews,  and  nieces."  The 
state  of  the  testator's  family  is  necessarily  to  be  attended 
to;  there  were  three  sisters,  and  one  child  of  a  deceased 
sister,  and  another  child  of  a  deceased  brother,  living  at 
S  F  3  his 
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]«65«  his  death.  The  distribation  was  made  into  five  paits» 
each  of  the  sisters  taking  one  part,  and  the  two  repre- 
sentatives  of  the  deceased  brother  and  sisder  tsking 
respectively  another  part.  It  will  be  observed  that,  in 
this  case,  admitting  that  representation  was  to  Cake 
place  with  reference  to  the  shares  of  the  deceased 
parents,  the  question  did  not  arise  whether  the  children 
were  to  take  per  capita^  or  per  stirpes^  because  there 
was  but  one  child  of  each  parent ;  and  I  believe  it  will 
be  found  that  there  is  no  case  in  which  such  a  distri- 
bution has  been  directed  as  that  made  by  Mr.  J.  Adler 
in  Phillips  v.  Garth. 

In  I/mndes  v.  Stone^  the  words  were,  **  to  the  next 
of  kin,  or  the  fadr  at  law "  These  words  are  eiAkex 
altemfl(tive  words,  or  they  are  ambiguous;  either  the 
bequest  was  void  for  uncertainty,  in  which  case  the 
property  would  go  according  to  the  statute  of  distribu- 
tions ;  or  it  was  to  be  construed  so  as  to  give  eflbct  Co 
all  the  words  employed,  in  which  case  they  might 
reasonably  be  taken  to  mean  the  nearest  kindred  entitled 
to  take  by  legal  succession,  and  consequently  to  import 
a  distribution  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 
This  case,  therefore,  is  not  applicable  to  one  in  whidi  the 
words  <^next  of  kin"  are  employed  without  context  to  ex- 
plain them ;  and  I  only  refer  to  it  that  I  may  not  be 
supposed  to  have  passed  it  over. 

If  the  case  decided  by  Mr.  J.  BuUer  were  unopposed 
by  any  authority,  the  Court  would  be  extremely  un- 
willing to  disturb  an  opinion  pronounced  so  long  ago, 
and  which  had  been  acquiesced  in;  nor  can  we  fail  to 
regard  the  dictum  of  Lord  Kenyon,  in  Stamp  v.  Cootej 
with  that  reverence  to  which  every  thing  which  fell, 
either  judicially  or  extra-judicially,  from  a  person  so 
eminently  learned,  is  entitled  ;  but  we  must  also  look  at 

the 
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4he  opinions  pronounced  by  dbtinguislied  Judges  upon       .1835. 
the  other  side  of  the  question,  and  we  are  bound  to 
examkie  the  weight  of  opposing  authorities. 

In  the  first  place,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  case  of 
JPAilUps  V.  Gartk  cannot  stricdy  be  considered  as  an 
authority,  because  the  judgment  of  Mr.  J.  BuUer^  who 
sat  for  Lord  Thmrlofw^  was  not  carried  into  effect.  The 
decision  of  that  learned  Judge  was,  that  the  next  of  kin 
were  to  be  considered  as  the  persons  described  in  the 
statute  of  distributions ;  but,  instead  of  giving  eflfect  to 
that  decision,  he  directed  that  the  property  should  be 
divided  into  thirteen  parts,  thus  giving  only  one 
thirteenth  to  each  of  the  surviving  brothers,  and  one 
thirteenth  to  each  of  the  nephews  and  nieces.  It  is 
clear,  from  what  Lord  Eldon  said  in  Garrick  v.  Lard 
Camden^  that  Lord  y^%io*hmfs  doubt  was  not  merely 
as  to  the  distribution  per  capUa^  but  that  be  otgected 
to  letting  in  the  nephews  and  nieces  at  all  to  par- 
ticipate with  the  surviving  brothers.  In  the  result,  the 
suit  was  compromised,  and  a  distribution  per  stirpes 
took  place  by  agreement  between  the  parties.  Now,  I 
am  by  no  means  satisfied  that  if  Mr.  J.  BuUer  had  not 
felt  himself  bound  to  decide  that  the  distribution  should 
be  per  capUa^  he  would  have  come  to  the  same  con- 
clusion that  he  did,  or  that  he  might  not  in  that  case 
have  reasoned  thus :  —  *^  If  these  words  are  not  to  be 
taken  as  a  descriptio  personarum  including  all  these 
persons,  and  consequently  involving  a  distribution  per 
capita^  then  I  must  revert  to  the  true  and  l^al  meaning 
of  the  words  'next  of  kin,'  and  confine  the  bequest  to 
those  who  are  really  the  next  of  kui."  In  Garrick  v. 
Ijord  Camden^  Lord  Eldon  not  only  states  the  ground  of 
Lord  Thurlaufs  objection  to  the  decision  in  Phillips  v* 
Garth^  but  he  says  that  he  himself  had  '*  always  great 
doubt  of  the  case  before  Mr.  J.  Butter.^*  And  why  ? 
3  F  4  Because 


796  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

13^5^      Because  Mr.  J.  BuUer  thought  that  those  who  wei«  to 
take  per  stirpes^  as  well  as  those  who  were  to  take  per 
capites  were  included.     Now,  those  who  were  take  per 
stirpes  are  the  representatives,  and  those  who  were  do 
take  per  capita  are  the  kindred  in  equal  degree ;  and 
Lord  Eldon*3  doubt  of  die  propriety  of  Mr.  J.  BtdUr^s 
decision  was,  that  it  included  those  who  were  to  take 
by  representation  as  well  as  those  who  were  to  take 
per  capita^  because  they  were  in  equal  degree.     That, 
as  it  appears  to  roe,  was  a  distinct  disapprobation  of 
the  principle  of  including  representatives  in  the  words 
**  next  of  kin."   Lord  Eldan  observes,  in  the  case  before 
the  Court  {Garrick  v.  Lord  Camden)^  that  it  would  be 
very  difficult  to  say  that  representatives  would  not  take 
under  that  will.     By  that  will  the  testator  directed  the 
property  to  be  divided  among  his  next  of  kin,  as  if  he 
had  died  intestate ;  Lord  EtdoUf  therefore,  imports  into 
his  view  of  the  particular  case  the  words  *'  as  if  he  had 
died  intestate ; "  and  there  being  a  distinct  reference  to 
the  case  of  intestacy,  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  dis- 
tribution should  be  made  according  to  the  statute,  with 
this  qualification,  however,  that,  regard  being  had  to  the 
context  of  the  whole  will,  there  was  no  intention  that 
the  widow  should  be  included. 

In  addition  to  the  opinion  of  Lord  Thurlaw  and  Lord 
Eldon  with  respect  to  Mr.  J.  Buller*s  decision  in  Pkittips 
v.  Gartii  there  is  the  opinion  of  Sir  WiUiam  Grants  which 
certainly  was  not  confined  to  that  part  of  Mr.  J.  BuHef'^ 
Judgment  which  relates  to  the  distribution  per  capita.  In 
Smith  V.  Campbell  Sir  W.  Grant  says,  «  Even  if  the 
words  were  *  next  of  kin,'  yet  if  there  was  nothing  to 
shew  that  the  testator  had  reference  to  the  statute  of 
distributions,  or  to  a  division,  as  in  the  case  of  intestacy, 
the  inclination  of  my  opinion  would  be  that  the  nearest 
in  kindred  only  are  entitled,  and  that  brothers  and 

sisters 
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sisters  would  exclude  nq)hews  and  uieces  from  partici-  1885. 
paling  in  such  a  bequest.*  I  know  the  contrary  was 
determioed  by  Mr.  J.  BuUer^  in  Phillips  v.  Garth^  who 
hekl  that,  under  the  words  *  next  of  kin/  two  surviving 
brothers  were  not  alone  entitled,  but  nephews  and  nieces 
were  included  with  them.  That  case  came  before  Lord 
ThurlaiDj  bat  not  upon  that  point,  the  brothers  not  appeal- 
ing from  Mr.  J,  Buller^s  decision  ;  but  the  inclination  of 
Lord  TTiwlow's  opinion  was  so  strong  against  that  of 
Mr.  J.  BuUer^  that  his  lordship  directed  the  cause  to 
stand  over,  that  the  brothers  might  have  an  opportunity 
of  applying  to  rehear  the  cause.  It  was,  however, 
Qompromised ;  and  there  was  no  decision  of  that  point." 
Sir  W*  Grant  goes  on  to  say,  "  In  the  case  of  Garrick 
v.  Lord  Camdeth  the  Lord  Chancellor,  referring  to  Lord 
Tkurlow's  doubt,  states  his  own  also,  with  regard  to  that 
decision  of  Mr.  J.  BuUer.'*  Now,  the  letting  in  of  the 
representatives  was  the  part  of  the  decision  which  Sir 
fV.  Grant  had  himself  been  objecting  to. 

Then,  there  is  the  distinct  and  positive  opinion  of  Sir 
T.  PkaneTj  in  Brandon  v.  Brandon,  who  says  expressly 
(be. case  of  Phillips  v.  Garth  is  directly  in  point,  yet 
decides  against  it.  He  says  that  it  was  not  approved  by 
Lord  Thurlam  s  that  it  was  doubted  by  Lord  Bldon  t  that 
Sir  W.  Grant  would  have  decided  in  favour  of  the  brothers; 
and  adds,  that  Sir  W.  Grant's  <^  opinion  was  uttered  after 
a  review  of  all  the  authorities,  and  affords  the  third  instance 
of  a  judicial  disapprobation  of  the  doctrine  of  Mr.  J.  Bul^ 
ler^  And  Sir  T.  PUaner  himself,  after  a  full  examination 
of  the  cases,  comes  to  the  conclusion  that  the  weight  of 
authority  is  against  the  doctrine  of  Phillips  v.  Garth. 

The  decision  of  Mr.  J.  Btdler  has,  however,  been  fol- 
lowed by  the  late  Master  of  the  Rolls,  whose  opinion  is  un- 
doubtedly entitled  togreat  respect,  in  thecaseof  Hinc^^^v. 

Maclarens ,- 
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Alettator 
devised  his 
real  estates  to 
his  first  couno« 
ThamoM 
Pearce^  for 


PEARCE  V.  VINCENT. 


JOICHARD  PEARCE,  by  his  will,  dated  the  SOth  of 
March  1813,  after  devising  certain  estates  to    be 


sold  for  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies,  and  giving 
the  surplus  of  the  produce  of  sale,  after  such  payment^ 
to  his  cousin,  TJtomas  Pearcty  and  after  bequeathing  an 
Ufe^^d^dUr  *"""*^y  °^  200/.  to  Mary  Heywood^  to  be  paid  out  of 
r.  P.*s  de-  his  freehold  and  copyhold  estates,  not  thereinbefore  de- 
vised all  his*  vised,  gave  and  devised  his  manors  of  Flamstead  and 
estates, as  well  St.AgneUsj  in  the  county  o(  Hertford,  and  his  manor  of 
Stanwick,  in  the  county  of  Northampton,  and  also  all  and 


sonal,  to 
such  of  his 
relations  of 
the  oaoie  of 
PeareCf  being 
a  male,  as 
T.  P.  should 
hy^  deed  or 
will  appoint; 
and  in  de- 
fault of  such 
appointment, 
to  such  of  his 
relations  of 
the  name  of 
Pearce,  being 
a  male,  as 
T.  P.  should 
approve  of  or 

adopt,  if  he  should  be  living  at  the  death  of  7\  P.,  and  his  heirs,  executors^  &c. 
Ana  in  case  T,  P.  should  not  adopt  any  such  male  relation,  or  no  such  male 
relation  should  be  living  at  the  death  of  T,  P^  then  to  the  next  and  nearest  re- 
lation or  nearest  of  kin  of  him  the  testator  of  the  name  of  Pearce,  being  a  male, 
or  the  elder  of  suob  male  relations  in  ease  there  should  be  more  than  one  of  equal 
degree,  who  should  be  living  at  the  testator's  decease,  his  heirs,  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, or  assigns,  for  ever." 

The  testator  had  a  brother  Z.  who  had  gone  to  sea,  and  had  not  been  heatd  of 
for  many  years;  and,  supposing  Z.  to  have  died  without  issue,  the  nearest  relation 
of  the  tesUtor  at  his  decease  was  the  tenant  for  life  T,  P, ;  and  next  to  him,  R.  P., 
the  Plaintiff. 

71  P,  died  without  issue,  and  without  having  exercised  the  power  of  appointment 
or  adoption  given  to  him  bv  the  will. 

-Qwrrf ,  as  to  the  right  or  71  P.  to  take  under  the  ultimate  limitation. 


every  his  lands,  real  estates,  and  hereditaments,  both  free* 
hold  and  copyhold,  situate  in  the  counties  of  Hertford^ 
Leicester,  and  Northampton  (except  the  estates  before 
devised  to  be  sold,  and  the  advowson  of  the  rectory  of 
Husbands  Bosworth),  or  elsewhere,  unto  his  said  cousin, 
TTiomas  Pearce  and  his  assigns,  for  and  during  the  term  of 
his  natural  life ;  and  he  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  all 
his  said  manors,  and  his  advowson  of  Husbands  Bosaoorth 
aforesaid,  and  all  his  lands  and  hereditaments  situate  in 
the  counties  of  Hertford,  Leicester,  Northampton,  ^nddse^ 

where, 
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where,  and  all  his  stocks,  fiinds,  and  securities  for  money,        ISM. 
and  all  and  singular  other  his  real  and  personal  estate 
(save   and  except  as  thereinafter   was  specifically   be- 
queathed or  mentioned) ;  and  also  all  his  copyhold  lands 
and  hereditaments,  except  the  estates  before  devised  to  be 
sold,  subject,  nevertheless,  to  the  life  estate  thereiabef^ae 
given  to  his  said  cousin  T/tomas  Pearce  of  and  in  the  said 
manors  and  manorial  rights,  lands,  and  hereditaments^ 
and  to  the  payment  of  the  annuity  therein  mentioned,  to 
the  uses,  upon  the  trusts,  and  for  the  intents  and  pur- 
poses,  and  with,   under,   and   subject  to  the  powers^ 
provisoes,    conditions,    declarations,    and    agreements 
thereinafter  mentioned,  expressed,  and  declared;  and 
from  and  after  the  decease  of  his  said  cousin  Thomas 
PearcCf  he  devised  all  and  singular  the  said  premises,  as 
well  his  real  estate,  as  personal,  to  such  of  his  rela^oos  of 
the  name  of  Pearce,  being  a  male,  as  his  cousin  the  said 
Thomas  Pearce  should  by  deed  or  will  in  manner  therein 
mentioned  give,  devise,  or  bequeath,  or  nominate,  or 
appoint  the  same  to ;  and  in  default  of  any  su^h  gift,  da;^ 
vise,  bequest,  or  nomination,  or  appointment  by  his  said* 
cousin  Thomas  Pearce  to  or  in  favour  of  any  such  male 
relation  of  him  the   testator  of  the   name  of  Pearce 
as  aforesaid,  then  he  devised  the  said  estates  and  pre- 
mises to  such  of  his  the  testator's  relations  of  the  namQ 
of  Pearce,  being  a  male,  as  the  said    Thomas  Pearce 
should  approve  of  or  adopt  for  the  purposes  of  education 
(which   the  testator  authorised  and  directed  the  said 
Thomas  Pearce  to  do  as  soon  as  he  could  conveniently 
after  his  the  testator^s  decease)^  if  ho  should  be  living  al' 
the  time  of  the  decease  of  his  said  cousin  Thomas  Pearce^ 
and  his  beirs^  executors,  adminiHrators,  and  assigns,  for 
ever;  and  in  case  the  said  Thomas  Pearce  should  not  have 
approved  of  or  adopted  any  such  male  relation  as  afore- 
said, or  in  case  he  should  have  made  such  approval  and 
adoption,  and  there  should  not  be  an/ such  male  relation 

living 
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ISta.       livtngat  the  time  ofthedeoeaseofthe  said  Tficmas  Pearcts 
thea  be  devbed  the  said  estates  and  prenuMS  uolo  the  next 
or  nearest  relatbn,  or  nearest  of  kin  of  bim  the  testator 
of  the  name  of  Pearce^  being  a  male,  or  the  elder  of  such 
male  relations,  in  case  there  should  be  moM  than  one  of 
equal  degree  who  should  be  living  at  hia  the  tcstatoi's 
deeease^  his  heirs,  executors,  adminiatrators*  or  assign^ 
for  ever.  And  as  to  theadvowaon  of  Husbands  Bemo^A 
afortsaid,  the  testator  gave  the  first  and  next  preseota* 
tion  to  the  same  rectory  which  should  happen'  after  his 
deoeas^  to  certain   persons  therein  mentioned  in  sue- 
cestton;  and  in  case  none  of  them  should  choose  to 
present,  or  refuse  the  same,  then  he  directed  that  the 
presentation  to  his  said  rectory  should  at  all  times  g» 
and  belong  to  his  said  cousin  Thomas  PearcSf  to  present 
to  at  aU  times  during  the  life  of  the  said  Thcmas  Pearee. 
And  the  testator  gave  all  his  plate,,  books,  &c^  ^^ 
household  furniture,  to  his  executors,  in  trust  to  permit 
hia  said  ooasin  Thomas  Psarce  to  have,  use,  and  enjoy  the 
.  same  during  his  Kfe;   and,  after  bis  decease  then  in 
trust  fot  the  persons  who  should  succeed  U>  or  inherit 
the  testator's  real  estates  under  and  by   virtue  of  bis 
will;  and  the  testator  declared  his  will  to  be,  and  ha 
thereby  ordered  and  directed  the  said  Thomas  Pearce  to 
pay  and  apply  so  much  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  hissaid 
estates^  so  given,  devised,  and  bequeathed  by  the  testator 
to  him  fi>r  his  life  as  aforesaid,-  not  exceeding  the  annual 
sum  of  20tf«,  as  he  in  his  judgment  and  discretion 
should  think  proper,  for  and  towards  the  mnintenance 
and  education  of  such  person,  being  a  male  relation  of 
him  the  testator,  of  the  name  of  Pearce^  whom  bis  said 
cousin- should  approve  of  and  adopt  in  manner  aibresaidr 
in  case  such  rode  relation  should,  at  the  time  of  such 
adoption^  be  a  minor  under  age,  until  such  person  sboaM- 
have  attained  his  age  of  twenty-4>ne  years ;  and  invest  the 
residue  of  the  said  annual  sum  of  200/1  (not  expended 

in 
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in  such  mamteBSDce  and  edaeBtioo)  at  interest,  to  aceu-       IBM. 
mulate,  in  tile  name  of  his  said  cousin  Thomas  Pmreei     ^^J|][]J^ 
in  some  of  the  public  funds,  or  i^n  goveFntnent  or  real  v, 

securities^  during  the  minority  of  sueb  male  relation  of  '*''^'*'' 
the  name  of  Peorce^  and  the  testator  dedavefll  and 
directed  that  his  said  consin  Thomas  Pemne,  his  exe-^ 
ciHora  and  administrators,  should  stand  paesesanl  of 
such  aecuraulations  in  trnst  for  ttie  benefit  of  soch  male 
relations  of  the  name  of  Pearce^  and  the  same^  with  the 
dividends  and  interest,  should  be  assigned  to  him  ai 
such  times  and  in  such  propoitions,  aftev  he  should 
have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  as  his  said 
coushi  Thomas  Pearce^  his  executors  or  admtnistratovsy 
should  think  most  to  his  advantage;  and  in  case  of  his 
death  before  attaining  twenty-one  years  of  age,  then  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  sneh  male  relation-  of  the  name  of 
Peatee  as  should  upon-  the  decease  of  bis  the  testator^s 
said  consin  become  entitled  to  his  the  testators  estates 
by  viitue  of  his  will ;  and  in  case  such  male  relation  of 
the  name  of  Pearee^  so  approved  of  and  adopted  by  his 
said  ocwsin  Thmnas  Pearce  as  aforesaid,  should,  in  the 
lifetime  of  his  said  cousin,  attain  twenty^ne  years  of 
age^  then  the  testator  willed  and  directed  his  said  consin 
Thomas  Pearce,  during  his  life,  to  pay  and  allow  out  of 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estates  so  devised  to  him  for 
his  life  as  aforesaid  unto  such  malerelaticHi,  fnom  the  time 
of  his  attaining  twenty-one  years  of  age,  the  whole  of  the 
said  annual  sum  of  20tf . ;  provided  also,  and  the  testator 
declared,  that  it  should  be  lawful  for,  and  he  did  thereby  ' 
authorise  and  empower  his  said  cousin  Thomas  Peatve  to 
demise  or  lease  all  or  any  part  of  his  said  monors,  farms|. 
lands,  and  tenements  for  any  term  of  years  not  exceeds 
ing  seven  years,  to  take  effect  in  possession^  and  at  the 
best  and  most  improved  annual  rent,  presently  payable, 
and  without  taking  any  fine  or  premium  as  therein  men- 
tioned. 

The 
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^>   TbeteMtot  died  oo  the  Sd  of  January  1814,  iMiniig 
jg^^^      ihbaurtier  his  beisew  at  law,  wko  afterwards  died  with- 
«.  iMiistue,  Tkmmas  Atenre,  the  son  of  l^  testatorisiuide 

TMMwmv.  jSabert\Ptaroey  who  was  the  person  named  as^faeiieste- 
<Cof^e  first  coasio  in  the  will,  and  :who  wasf  at  the  teslatotfs 
deaths  six(ty*9^m  years  of  age;  Mickard  Pmn^  the 
JNainiliff  in  this  suit,  who  was  the  son  of  the  ttitaloi^s 
mide  HWUam  ^eanect-  and  who*  was  siaty^eix  years 
of  mgt  at  the  te8tatx>r's  death;  wmd  ^JiWiam  Piamt, 
bffother  of  the  Pkmtiff,  who  was,  at  the  deosaK  of  t&e 
tesMor,  fifty^aine  years  of  age.  l^mnat  Pmree  died 
iwitfaotat  issue,  on  the  latfa  ofMay  ld6T>  faffing  aenr 
^eioeroised  bu  power  of  appointment  or  adoption  in  &9oar 
^aay  rtitlCion  of  the  testator,  and  lumng  made  his  wili, 
%'  whieH  he  devised  all  his  real  estate  to  a-slnBgar. 
inie  qaestioit  in  the  eause  was,  wfaetbertbePlauiliH^ 
or  l^toaM^i%«mrr»  took  any,  and  ivkal^  intaasst  wider  the 
iikifliate  lianiistiDn  eontained  in  the  ivill  of  the  tssMor* 

"The  qutetibrt  in  this  case  is,  wbethel^  tbe^t^tiilbr 
ineant  that 'T*omrf^  Pearce^  in  the  eVent  of  Wi  ifa Aing  no 
appbidtmelnt  ot'adoptiDn,  should  tak&urtd^rtbe^uftifulflDe 
lifhlt&^idh  in  the^v^ifl^as  hi^  near^t  t^  kini)^ii}^  AinidS^ 
6r  wtiether  the  tefetator  ?fttenderf  hfe  nfeapest6rMA,''flft- 
Wusive  of  Thomas  Pedrce,  to  take  bndef  tfia*  RmhtlSAii. 
It'seetns^  pdi'fectfy  dear' tiiat  the  tei^tbr  meini  to  gffe 
tio'  benefit  to  Tliomds  Pearce  beyond  the^  IHb-est^ 
ikpressly  devise  J  to  Tiim  ;  to>pirMch  Kfe  estate '#asadde9 
k'^wer  of  appointltig  of  adopting  a  person-  attsw($ffi% 
k' panicnkr  description,  who  was 'to  take  aBsoIii^di^. 
The  whole  scopb  bf  the  ViH  isihcbns^ent  wiliiF^th(i>9fli|»» 
fiOsiiSbn  that  tbe  testator  meatit  te '  itt^dde '  WMmas 
PMrte  nnd^  the  descriptfonoF  a  person*  Who ^ was  fo 
take  by  virtue  of  the  ultimate  limitation.  In  case  there 
should^  Be '^sl»^  male  relative  as^  be  liad'^  ddtoribed 

^  -  ^^'  -"iiving 
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living  at  the  death  of  TAamas  Pearccy  then  the  testator  1938. 
direots  hi&  trustees  to  stand  posaeased  of  the  trust 
estates  in  trust  for  bis  nearest  male  relation,  of  the  naaae 
of  jPcoree  who  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  hisown 
deeene.  This  language  amounts  almost  to  an  express 
exclusion  of  Thomas  Pearce^  and  it  is,  at  any  ratei  ini» 
possible  to  give  a  sensible  construetion  to  the  ulttaale 
disposiiion  of  the  testator's  estates,  except  on  the  suppo- 
sition that  the  tenant  for  life  was  meant  to  be  excluded. 
It  will  scarcely  be  contended  that,,  when' the  testator  gave 
to  Thomas  Pearce  the  power  of  nominating  a  person 
answering  a  particular  description,  who  should  take 
under  the  ultimate  limitation,  be  meant  to  give  him  the 
option  of  nominating  himself;  and  yet,  where  is  the 
difference,  if  Thomas  Pearce  could  in  eflfect  accomplish 
the  same  object,  by  abstaining  from  the  exercise  of  his 
power  of  nomination  ?  In  Cholnumdeley  v.  CUnton  (a), 
where  the  ultimate  limitation  in  the  conveyance  was  to  tlie 
right  heirs  o(  Samuel  BoUe^  the  grantor  being  himself,  at 
the  date  of  the  conveyance,  the  right  heir  of  Samuel  BJbllej 
Mr.  J.  Bayiey,  and  Sir  T.  Plumer  were  of  opijaion  that  the 
ultimate  remainder  vested  in  the  person  who  happened  to 
be  the  right  heir  of  Samuel  Boile  at  the  expiration  of  the 
estates  previously  limited.  On  the  same  principle  the  per- 
son answering  the  description  of  the  testator's  nearest  of 
kin  at  the  date  of  the  will  must  be  intended  to  have  been 
excluded  from  his  contemplation*  Bird  v.  Wood  (A),  ex-^ 
cept  that  the  estate  there  in  question  was  personal  estate, 
is  a  case  similar  to  the  present.  In  that  case  the  testatrix 
gave  a  sum  of  stock  in  trust  for  her  daughter  for  life,  and 
after  her  death  as  she  should  appoint,  and  in  de&ult  of 
appointment,  to  the. testatrix's  next  of  kin,  tabe  consi* 
dered  as  a  vested  interest  at  the  testatrix's  deatli,  except 
only  as  to  any  child  afterwards  bom  of  her  daughter. 

The 
(«)  9j.tW,l.  (^}  SiSsm. # Slu. 40a 
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1059.  The  daughter  died  witboot  having  bad  any  child,  and 
withoat  baying  made  any  ^>poiQtiBent,  and  it  wet  faeU 
that  the  pertoos  who  would  be  the  teatatriz'a  aeit  of 
kin  at  her  death,  if  her  daughter  bad  then  ben  deal 
witbottt  iaaue,  were  entitled.  The  imention  to  esdndb 
the  daughter  waa  manifest,  because  the  interest  of  ihe 
persons  taking  as  next  of  kin  under  the  nkinate  linb- 
^tion  was  to  rest  at  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  eaoept 
6nly  as  to  an  aFtei^born  child  of  the  testatrix's  daughter. 
Such  an  exception  would  have  been  altogedier  insensible, 
if  she  had  not  meant  next  of  kin  other  than  ber  daugh- 
ter, or  such  persons  as  would  be  her  next  of  kin  at  her 
death,  if  her  daughter  bad  then  been  dead  withoat  iasoe. 

In  the  present  case,  the  intention  to  exclude  Ttam^ 
Pearce,  or  rather  not  to  include  him  in  the  description 
of  the  person  who  is  to  take  under  the  ultimate  limit- 
ation is,  throughout  the  will,  no  less  manifest  'The 
testator  gives  his  plate,  furniture,  Sec  to  his  executors, 
in  trust  to  permit  Thomas  Pearee  to  have  and  enjoy  the 
same  during  his  life,  and  **  after  his  decease,  in  trust  ior 
the  person  who  should  succeed  to  or  inherit  the  testator^s 
real  estates  under  and  by  virtue  of  his  will."  He  also  gives 
the  next  presentation  to  the  living,  in  the  event  of  the  per* 
sons  mentioned  in  his  will  declining  to  exercise  the  right 
given  to  them,  and  all  future  presentations,  to  bis  coasin 
.  T^mas  Pearee^  at  all  times  during  the  life  of  \n^9  ^^^ 
said  Thomas  Pearee.  These  dispositions  of  the  testator's 
chattels,  and  of  the  advowson,  as  well  as  the  piovisioDS 
made  for  tbe  application  of  the  fund  to  be  appli^  ^1 
Thomas  Pearee  to  the  maintenance  of  a  person  aoswe^ 
&g  the  description  of  the  testator^s  nearest  male  relstioiiy 
iind  the  power  of  leasing  for  seven  years,  are  all  inooa* 
jist^nt  With  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator  to 
gi^e  to  Thomas  Pearee  any  thing  beyond  a  life-interest 
in  any  pert  of  bis  property. 
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There  are  many  cases  besides  Bird  v.  Wood^  where       PkA&es 
the  tenant  (or  liFe,  though  next  of  kin,  has  been  held      v^^^ 
incapable  of  taking  under  an  ultimate  limitation  to  the 
next  ofkin,  which  are  extremely  pertinent  to  the  present 
case,  and  which  I  could  have  wished  to  hear  cited. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  M.t.  Preston^  corUrct. 

One  of  the  established  rules  for  the  construction  of 
wills  isi  to  give  to  the  words  used  by  a  testator  their 
ordinary  and  legal  meaning;  and  the  Court  is  bound  tp 
give  to  such  words  their  ordinary  and  legal  meanings 
anless  it  plainly  appears  from  the  context  that  the  tes- 
tator meant  to  use  them  in  a  different  sense.  There 
can  be  no  difficulty  as  to  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the 
words,  '*  my  next  and  nearest  relation,  or  nearest  of 
kin,  of  the  name  oiPearce^  being  a  male,  or  the  elder  of 
such  male  relation^,  in  case  there  should  be  more  than 
zone  of  equal  degree,  who  shall  be  living  at  my  decease/' 
It  is  indisputable  that  Th(ma$  Pearce  is  the  only  person 
answering  this  description ;  and  it  is  not  pretended  that 
there  are  any  words  in  the  will  expressly  excluding 
Thomas  Pearce.  But  it  is  argued  that  he  is  excluded  by 
implication  i  and  it  is  asked,  why  did  the  testator  givo 
him  an  estate  for  life,  with  a  power  of  appointment  or 
adoption,  and  introduce  provisions  for  the  maintenance 
of  the  person  adopted,  if  he  meant  that  Thomas  Pearce 
should  take  in  fee?  The  answer  to  this  is,  that  the 
testptor  did  not  use  the  words  in  the  ultimate  limitatioQ 
as  a  description  of  Thomas  Pearce^  but  as  a  descriptioti 
oi  a  person,  to  which  description  it  has  by  accident 
happened,  and  by  an  accident  which  might  not  be,  and 
probably  was  not  in  the  contemplation  of  the.  testfktQf> 
^f  t  Thomas  Pearce  answers.  It  is  only  necessary  to  be^ 
3  G  2  in 
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in  mind  this  distinction,  and  the  whole  argument  foand- 
d  tqmi  the  ioconsistendes  of  other  p^rts  of  ^ihewill 
with  Thema$  Ptarc^t  title  under  the  ukioiAle  limitstioD 
fiillg  to  the  ground.    If  the  testator  had  knomi  tint 
Tkomm  'Ptarce  would  he  the  individual  answering  the 
description  in  that  Umitatiod,  it  would  undoobtedl}*  have 
been .  nogatory  .to  introdoce  a  nomber  of  complicated 
pvorisinns  in  his  will,  instead  of  giving  him  at  once  the 
iae«     But  the  testator  did  not  aod  could  not  know  who 
would  answer  the  description.     Thomas  Pearct  does  not 
tfbe  fli  persoha  designata  /  he  does  not  take  as  the  in- 
dividual intended  by  the  testator ;  but  as  the  indiiidd 
who  bj  accident  answers  the  description  of  the  |)moD 
wbo  beoomca  eatided  at  the  time  when  the  uhimite 
limitfitiiui  is  to  take  e£fect. 


The  distinction  is  most  essential  and  important  \xr 
tH^een  a  devise  to  a  person  as  penona  designator  uiteociKl 
bjT'  the  testator  to  take  in  his  individual  character^  snd  a 
devise  to  a  dass  or  description  of  persons,  thst  class 
being  necessarily  uncertain  when  the  will  is  made,  and 
dorii^the  lifaine  of  the  testator,  and  ascertaiosble  only 
at.the  thnei  when  the  devise  is  to  take  <^Fhcu  No  au- 
thority can  be  produced  to  shew  that  a  gift  to  a  class  can 
beti^v^datcd^'  because  a  person  who  answen  the  de> 
sctf'ipQkmiof  the  doisse  under  the  gift  to  the  chss  takes 
aO'^s^te. under  the  wiU^  which  is  mconsistent  with  the 
n9M«(PPlbf;ttbe4efttator  iaMiended  h'nn  to  take  the  benefit 
gwnr,tt>  the  dswL:  Yet  that  is  the  proposidon  whiek 
mwltnbe:  «ad4  om  on  the  other  skle^  befiane  the  title  of 
r^fausoii  Aaoiwidaft  be  defidacd. 

With  respect  to  CAdnumdeb^w.  Ctiiitatt{a)f  ipis^^ 
recollected  that  there  were  the  opinions  of  three  common 
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law  jadg69  to  one  against  the  opinion  which  is  snpposM 
to  auppon  the  view^of  the  present  oa^  taken  on  thtr 
otber  iikle;   and  though   the  opinion  of >  Sir  Thoaiaii 
Plufner  ooineided   with  that  of  the  single  judgc^-  SKIl 
William  Gtymt  was  clearly  of  opinion  that  the.IimitadcHl' 
to  tlie  right  heirs  of  Samuel  Bolie  vested  the  eatate»  in; 
the  person  who  answered  that:  description  at  the  ttmsf 
when  the  limitation  was  made.     The  case  of  Doe  demJi 
Bailey  V.  Pvgh  {a\  cited  by  Sir  WUliatn  Grant  in  hia'' 
judgment  in  Chobnoiuielei/  v.  Clinton  {6%   has  ai  sircaigr 
application  to  the  present  case.     In  that  €b8ea.testatorv) 
having  txit  one  son,  introduced  into  his  will  an  tiiti^^ 
inate  limitation    to    *^  my  right  heirs^    my  son   es^^' 
cepted;  it  being  my  will  that  lie  shoU  have  oflipart^i 
of  my  estates  either   real  or  personal."     The  Court 
of  King's  Bench  was  of  opinion  in  that  casBf  lthat>tlie 
words  were  to  be  interpreted  as  if  the  testator  had  saidy  ^^ 
*^  tboae  who  would  be  my  right  heirs^  if  my  acfti  Wal$') 
dead;"' but  that  opinion  was  reversed  in  libe  House  of^^ 
Lords,   where  it  was  the  unanimous  aphnien'  «if -the-'^ 
Judges^  that  no  person  took  any  estate  under  th^^devtse-^ 
in  question,  the  limitation  bein^,  in  faot^">^  to.thetes^n 
tatof'a  right  heirs,  hia  right  heir-  Excepted/'  ilnd^  consent  I 
quently  repugnant*     If  TkamaR  Pearctj  tbiefeforJ9,'littd*i 
been  expres:tly  excluded  -in  the 'devise  to  <  the  teatatar'S'^ 
nearest  of  kin,  there  might,  upon  this' authority; -^btfc 
ground  for  contending  that  the  Knitatkai  wa«'rdpdgMnty<i 
and,  consequently,  inoperative;  bdt  there*  can   be- no^i^ 
ground  fordiapating  the  ngbt  o£/noma9  /VanmAidern 
the  ultimate  limitation,  wlitotlwi^asiiadirvcteJctltifeion,^ 
and  when  it  is  admitted  that  he  is  the  person  answering 
thedescription  in  tbiit limitAtiom      .  .^  «  •  '"»  i:  -' 

(fl)  BuHef^M  Feame  App.  573.  (b)  2  Mer.  548. 

3  Bro.  P.  C.  454.  TomL  edit.  .    _ 
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..IftaS*  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said,  that  as  this 

*^p"^"  ■        legal  qaestion  affecting  real  estate,  the  best  coarse  would 
9.  be  to  send  a  case  to  a  court  of  law. 

VlNGINT. 

A  case  was  accordingly  directed  to  be  sent  to  the 
Court  of  Exchequer.  It  appeared  from  a  pedigree  an- 
nexed to  the  case  sent  to  the  Exchequer  that  the  testator 
had  a  brother  of  the  name  of  Zachary  Pearce^  who  had 
gone  to  sea,  and  had  not  been  heard  of  for  many  years. 
The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were^  first, 
whether,  under  the  circumstances  stated,  Tliomai  Pearce 
took  any,  and  what  estate  under  the  ultimate  limitatioa 
contained  in  the  will  of  the  testator;  secondly,  whether 
the  Plaintiff,  Richard  Pearce^  took  any,  and  wliat  estate 
under  the  ultimate  limitation  in  the  wilL 

The  fellowiiig  certificate  was  sent  by  the  Judges  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer :  — 

This  case  has  been  argued  before  us  by  couasd ; 
we  have  considered  it,  and  are  of  opinion  that,  iKider 
the  circumstances  here  stated,  if  Zachary  Peareef  the  te»» 
tator's  brother,  died  without  issue  in  the  lifetioie  of  the 
testator,  Thomas  Pearee  took  under  the  ukimale  Kniit- 
aUon  in  the  testator's  will,  an  estate  in  fee*&imp)e  in 
the  testator's  real  estates,  and  an  absolute  intei^est  in 
his  persofiralty. 

LTSDHtresT. 

J.  Batlby. 

J.  VaUGA4N, 
W.  BOLLAHO* 


18SJ.  On  the  cause  coming  back  to  be  heard  upoo  this  cer- 

Jm»  10.      tificate, 

.Mr. 
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Mr.  BkUemdh  and  Mr.  Wright  contended  that  the  \iS9. 
opinion  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  was 
inconsistent  with  the  plain  intention  of  the  testator,  to 
be  collected  from  the  whole  will  and  which  intention 
must  govern  its  construction ;  that  that  opinion  was  not- 
binding  upon  the  Court,  and  that  if  the  case  were  one 
which  necessarily  called  for  the  assistance  of  a  court  of 
lawy  which,  they  submitted,  it  was  not,  the  cause  ought 
not  to  be  disposed  of  without  further  investigation. 

Mr*  PemherUm^   Mr.  Preston^   and   Mr.  Kinderdey^ 
cwUrd. 

Tk€  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

The  opinion  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
may  be  capable  of  being  supported  by  some  strict 
technical  rule  of  law,  which  it  would  be  difficult  to 
reconcile  to  a  plain  understanding,  though  I  am  not 
at  present  aware  that  there  is  any  such  rule  of  law.  If 
Tkomat  Ptarce  is  to  take  under  this  gifi,  he  must  take 
because  it  appears  from  the  will  to  have  been  the 
intention  of  the  testator  that,  in  the  events  which  have 
bappeiied,  he  should  take.  This  is  not  the  case  of  an 
heir  at  law,  who  cannot  be  excluded  unless  there  is 
aa  expressed  intention  to  exclude  him,  but  we  must 
here  find  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator  that 
7%omas  Pearce  should  take.  Now,  what  is  this  will? 
The  testator  gives  to  Thomas  Pearce  an  estate  for  life, 
with  a  power  of  appointing  to  an  estate  in  fee,  after  his 
death,  some  person  who  should  fill  the  character  of 
a  male  relation  of  the  testator,  bearing  the  name  of 
Pearce.  This  power  of  appointment,  therefore,  is  so 
limited  according  to  the  expressed  intention  of  the* 
testator,  that  the  donee  of  the  power  can  appoint  the 
fee  to  no  person  except  to  a  male  relation  of  the 
testator  of  the  name  of  Pearce ;  and  the  testator  gives 
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the  fee,  in  case  no  ^uch  appftiQUiieQt.fihouId  be  made, 
to  such  male  relation  of  the  name  of  Pearce  as  should 
be  in  the  nearest  degree ;  and  if  there  .were  seTeral 
relations  in  equal  degree,  then  to  the  eldest  of  such 
relations  living  at  his  death. 

It  is  said  that  Thomas  Pearce  was  the  nearest  male  rela- 
tion of  the  testator  living  athis  death,  and  that,  therefore, 
the  testator  must  have  intended  that  Thonuis  Pearce^  to 
whom  he  had  given  an  estate  for  life,  with  a  limited  power 
of  appointment  m  fee,  should  be  the  personi  in  the  events 
which  have  happened,  entitled  to  take  under  this  de- 
scription/   What  W9uld  be  the  effect  df^dbb  u  corf^ 
stmction?    Why,  thatthepowerof-flppoFntiMntshDCnd 
not  be  lianited  to  a  mole  relation  pf  the  testator  ^f.  the 
naflne  of  Pearce^  bat  that  tlie  estates  might?  be'  given  to 
a  mere. stranger.    Is  there  then  to  be  found  in  tim  vUL 
a  clearly  expressed  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator -. 
tiukt  the  remainder  should  extend  to  Thomas  PeAkef 
or  would  not  any  man  of'plam  understanding,  say^  thai  it( 
isthe dear  iqt^tion  of  the  tesutor  that  Thomas  PearsA 
should   not  take  under  this  limitatii^n?  .  Ic  is.icpittft^.- 
inconsistent  with  the  limited  power  given  to  Thomas 
Peancc^  of  appoiniHi^  to  m  male  i^ldiilon  xjf  the  iiaaiU[>f 
l%utfTe,'^that  the  testator  AonilA  hate  tmended.  to  ii^c 
dttde  Thomas  Pearce  in  the  description  odniaiiied  At^ 
the  nltimate  limitation,  and  thereby  g(^  bimdtepowvr' 
ofdefeating'tbe  obfeet  «tf  th^  ftppi^tntiwni    it  is  tutf^ 
dmyv  theHfbre,  to  submit  this  case  to  furthei^.iwves(%a^t 
tion^and  the  only  €{«esitcta;is,  irv-whait  miBiniier>tt  ia^' 
fteiAieifaer  ibtrMtigated;  '  After  tb6  d^^dMf  to  ^riiioh  Am 
€ourc  of>  Eadiequer  hm  oomev  I  UtUlbt  agahi  »«ml><bvl 
CttBVXO^im  €bu»:ti  wAd'Iratb^rregM  having 'SMft'^ttr 
atodlr^but^^ft^g  orica  sent  th^^  case  lo  a  tniym  ^^laisf 
I  ahatfedfooet  a^seeefftd  tosfeto  te  <mi€  to  ^toeMirt^of- 
CommiiiBctPkMti.^:-'^-!^^'  -^•'  vwl.  J.:i:.u  J.*:-  aw     .tiiUtxi^i'.u  vw 

>'>F'r:  The 


llie  case  was  argued  before  the  Judges  of  tlie  Court       fiSii 
oF  Con^mon  Pleas  on  the  12th  61  Jui^e  1835,  and  the      ^jl^JLuJ 
Judges  took  time  to  consider  tlieir  certificate.  .  r 
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Ml   motion  wtts.made,  ori  tfae  part  of  the  Plaiiitjflby^  The  twenty- 

^  tliat  tbe  Defendant  might  be  orfered,  wRWn  foar.  Jj^'^JJ^i"* 

dats^to  enter  his  appearance  witJi  the  reffittrarw  and:  does  not  alter 

•   *      ^  •       .    !  ..   .1.  *»  .  the  former 

consent  lac  seijeant-at^anns  as  in  tbe  case  ol  ik  eoa»*i  practice  in 

niisoion' of  rebellion  ireturoeid  noh  est  insenhm^in  pur^*  respect  of  the 

svanoe  of  ah  order  made  by  ihe  Master^  dated  the  14(|Il  tion  for  time^ 

of  May;  and  ttiat  the  anaw^t  of  the  Defendant  to  tbe-  "^^{^  ^^f 
•^'  Master  gives 

Plaoiilifls'  amended  ImU  might  not  be.  reeeh«d>  by*  ^hff<  no  special 
Befen^Di'a  cferk  in  Oonrt  imtit  such  appearance- waar  d"'«^'»«>n* 
entered acodrdirigly*  ^    <    ^. 

Oto  tbe  14tbof  Ar4jf  the  Befendaftt  made  Ik^  speoii^l 
applicatiool under  thet  8  &  iHF.  4*  cw94«.dmd  tbe.ordeA 
Q£tHe3Gourt»  ftin  iyr^ber  tnie  ta  anant^dr  llis  ii&endedi 
btU^  d^^^ond  Older  ft>r  time;expimi^  on<tt»follbviii^ 
d|^y>  .Tiie  MftsM^vKoa  ^opinion  ibal  oohcas^rmsi/BJade 
foK  <gr^»iK(«Og  furib^r«  tii^e  texc(|)t  upon  Uie  .terftia  iriipoecd  i 

ufPQ'd^fendftnliffi  <9S^  ju^cepti^g  ^ibf^ji^doidctf  tfbriiiined 
anA  he  KeiTQi^^m^y  iH-^^ced  ibat  ttM^Defeodantrflholifali 
b^ialloiKedA  fortiNgb&'f  lime.  Iq  put  mib>i»  an^fvdc  to(tlid 
a|tic»ided;bilU  .  tbe  pefendmt]  ^u^ingihls  npl^earajaM 
^tebltbo  regi^ti;|ir»,  9@id^(K^^Qtipg>tp.a.Sfiig(iant'ntr&tsn» 
HBcXi^iik^  m^  9f  9iCM]Mn^i^io||,^  tfAi^ipik  mtiifbdA:ilei( 
est  inventus.    On  the  same  day  on  which  ibiii^bQdnncirad 
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Yaa&  made,  the  Defendaiit'ft  aoliciUMr  gaw  notice  to  the 
PlaiDtiS'  solicitor,  that  the  Defendant  would  not  accept 
of  the  conditional  order  for  further  time.  The  Plaintifi 
tbemseWesi  on  the  22d  of  Mry,  drew  up  the  condidoBal 
order. 

Mr.  PemberUm  and  Mr.  G.  Russell^  in  support  of  the 
motion. 

Pending  the  conditional  order  giving  a  finrtnightfs 
UBoe,  which -was  nade  as  the  Defieodant's  appiieatioii, 
it  was  impossible  for  the  Plaintifis'  clerk  in  G>urt  to 
issue  au  attachment.  It  became  necessary,  tbersfiNT, 
for  the  Plainti&  to  draw  up  the  ordor  npoo  the  Ifc- 
fimdant's  refusal  to  do  so^  for  otherwise  the  Defeadsnt 
-  would  obtain  all  the  benefit  of  the  indulgence  without 
performing  the  condition  upon  which  further  time  wis 
granted;^  namely,  entering  bis  appearance  vitfa  the 
r^^trar,  and  consenting  to  a  serjeant-at-arms.  This 
was  an  order  made  upon  notice  to  the  other  sidei  which 
gave  a  benefit  to  the  Defendant,  sut^ct  to  a  cotiditiooy 
and  it  was  not  competent  to  the  Defendant  to  refuse  ta 
comply  with  diat  order,  and  to  take  the  benefit  while  he 
escaped  the  performance  of  the  condition.  By  tl)e  eld 
practice,  upon  the  third  application  for  time,  the  fottj 
obtatning  the  indulgence  was  required,  within  fbinr  days, 
to  enter  an  appearance  with  the  registrar,  and  consent 
to  a  serjeant-at-arms;  and  if  he  did  not  do  so,  an  sttad- 
went  might  issue,  as  if  no  order  for  further  time  had 
'  been  made.  Under  the  twenty-first  of  the  last  Nc^ 
~  Orders,  no  time  is  fixed  for  the  performance  of  the  eaa- 
dttion,  and  at  which  the  attachment  may  issue;  and  the 
Court  is  bound,  therefore,  to  take  care  that  the  terms 
qpon  which  the  indulgence  was  granted  are  cofflpli^ 
with. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Bluni^  contra.  1980. 

Tbe  order,  b^ng  conclitional^  impliea  the  alternative  of 
a  refusal  ta  accept  h,  and  that  refusal  wa9  oomuiunicated 
to  the  Defendant  before  the  time  for  an3wering  under 
tbe^  former  order  for  time  had  expired.  Tbe  Plaintjffi 
yK^^  at  Uberty  if  they  thought  propers,  «»  «op<k  99  tbe 
tlflAe  for  answering  had  expired,  Xfy  issue  an  attachment; 
but  they  precluded,  themaelvea  from  so  doing  by  their 
own  irregttlari^s  in  haTing  drawn  iip  tbe  ovder  wUob 
tbe  Defendant  refiised  to  accept.  If  the  oidar  bed 
not  been  djrawn  up,  it  would  bave  bee^  no  bar  to 
the  wning  of  tbe  attachment  a  QaykK  t.  JFttgMia(a)h 
The  Court  is  called  upon  by  tbis  appUce^n  tf^  oaki^  a 
oonditional  order  an  abaoluta  QQe»  and  ta  ceajfel  the 
Defendant  ta  da  a«  act  by  wihicb  ha  may  be  depeiiied 
of  hie  Uberty  $  a  prooeediog  for  which  tba  fveelioa  of 
the  oenrt  ftimiebea  nq  preosdeaA*^ 

Mr.  P^mberUm^  in  reply* 

The  effect  of  the  New  Orders  cannot,  from  tbe  natufe 
of  the  thing,  be  determined  by  reference  to  precedents,, 
and  whoce  a  difficulty  arises  in  acting  under  them,  the 
Court  must  make  a  precedent  for  the  regulation  of 
future  practice.  It  is  clear  that  it  was  not  intended  by 
tbe  twenty-first  order,  to  give  the  benefit  of  fiurtber  time 
t.)  the  Defendant,  unless  he  complied  with  the  condition. 
The  third  order  for  time  under  the  old  pracdce,  was  an 
et  parte  order,  and  it  was  open  to  the  Defendant  to 
avail  himself  of  it  or  not  as  he  thought  proper.  Here 
the  order  was  made  upon  notice,  and  was  binding  upon 
both  parties. 

The 

(a)  l5tM.3S6. 


816  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1 8SS.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  • 

It  is  clear  that  the  twenty-first  of  the  new  orders 
does  tiot  alter  the  old  practice,  but  that  it  leaves  !q  the 
Master  the  same  jurisdiction  in  respect  of  the  three  appli- 
cations for  time,  unless  under  any  special  circumstances 
the  Master  shall  otherwise  direct.  By  the  former  pffb^ 
tice,  four  days  were  allowed  to  the  Defeodaot  for  the 
performance  of  the  condition,  and  it  cannot  possibly  be 
intended  by  the  New  Order  to  place  the  Defendant  in  a 
much  worse  situation,  as  he  would  be,  if  be  were  entitled 
to  no  time,  and  the  conditional  order  might  be  made 
an  imperative  one.  There  may  be  a  defect  in  the  frame 
of  the  Onler,  but  I  am  clearly  oF  opinion  Uiat  tlie  Plain-< 
tifik  cannot  compel  the  Defendant  to  enter  an  appearance^ 
and  consent  to  a  serjeant-at-arms,  and  that  a  compulsoiy 
consent,  indeed,  cannot  be  the  effect  of  any  conditional 
order.  In  the  present  case,  there  is  the  less  ground  ibr 
the  application,  as  the  Defendant,  before  the  order  for 
time  had  expired,  and  consequently  before  the  Plaintifls 
could  have  adopted  any  proceeding,  informed  the  Pkia- 
tiffs  that  he  should  not  take  advantage  of  the  conditional 
order. 

Motion  refused  with  costs. 

•  Sir  C.  Pepyi. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  Sit 

1835. 


ATTORNEY-GENEHAL   v.  The  HABER-  JBmu. 

DASHERS'  Company. 

li^f  R«  COOPER  applied  to  the  Court  to  vary  the  The  attend- 

•^  "**  minntes   of  the  decree  by  which  it  had  been  yutorney-* 

i^rred  to  the  Master  to  settle  a  scheme  for  the  adnii-  ^"*"l 

nistration  of  the  charity,  so  far  as  related  to  a  direction,  Master,  upon 

that  the  Attorney-General  should    attend  the  inquiry  ""^f*^'®"*^® 

before  the  Master.     That  direction  had  been  introduced  scheme  for  the 

by  the  Registrar  in  conformity  with  a  rule  laid  down  by  *}';;'£;?^^^^^^ 

the  late  Master  of  the  Rolls,  that  the  Attorney-General  may  be  djt- 

sfaould  attend    before    the  Master  in    every  case  of  {^'J^rtaki 

reference  for  the  settlement  of  a  scheme  for  the  admi-  ^\, 

A  direction 
nistration  of  a  charity.    The  Attorney- General  attended  for  such  au 

by  counsel,  and,  where  the  charity  fund  was  small,  thie  ^^"^'jlJIJ^  ""luL 

expense  of  the  inquiry  was  considerably  and  unneces-  charity  fund 

sarily  increased  by  a  rigid  adherence  to  this  rule.     In  exceed  noo^ 

the  present  ease  the  fund,  which  had  been  given  for  was  struck  out 

the  benefit  of  poor  freemen  of  the  Haberdashers^  Com-  of  the  Secret 

pam^i  did  not  much  exceed  1100/.     The  practice  of  the 

Vkse^banoellor  was^  not  to  require  the  attendance  of 

of  the  Attorney-General,  except  when  it  was  absolutely 

necessary. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls*,  after  conferring  with  the 
Registrar,  said,  he  was  of  opinion  that  in  this  case  the 
attendance  of  the  Attorney  General  was  not  necessary^ 
and  that  the  direction  for  his  attendance  might  therefore 
be  struck  out  of  the  minutes. 


•  Sir  C.  Pepyt. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


Rom.  BARKER  v.  WARDLE.* 

4prilt. 

Coittwbe-  ''■"'HE  bill  was  filed  by  simple  ooDtract  creditors  t* 
^yygjjf**  ''-  have  the  testator's  estate  adnintstcrcd  and  their 
givnoutof  debts  paid.  Under  the  decree  spedaltjr  creditors 
ffimplinrqir      ^^'^^  ^  ^^  proFcd  debts  to  an  amoant  cxceediDg  tba 


u^uuiiiwi    value  of  the  assets  reodvcd. 

woo  was 

PkMffIa 

lll!!dS,^  ^'^  ^^^'^^'^  having  come  on  for  furtber  diiectiaas, 

Mr.  Barber^  for  the  specialty  creditors,  objected  to  tbe 


2^^^  plaintiffs  bdng  allowed  their  cost*,  and  be  lefemed  to 
tlMssMfaMl  Young  V*  £iveresf.  (a) 


..     ^     ybwu.y.  JB«r«/.  (a) 
profedl  iasii£*  .  ^  ' 

ndent  to 

^•^^•$1^  Mr.  Pembaion  and  Mr.  7Wmr»  for  the  Plaintifli, 

•rsilliOTi^  asked  for  their  costs  as  between  solicitor  and  dieaU 
Young  y.  Everest  had  been  overruled  b^  Ijortnnt  t* 
Paxtfms{b) 

Z%e  Mastxb  £^Mr  Rousf  direote4»  that  the  Plaintifi 
ahonld  have  their  costs  as  between  solicilor  and  client 
out  of  the  fond  in  Court 

'    •  lifreUiHoM  Mr.  Tuhuf.  f  Kr  T.  Pepsfi. 


(a)  1  ificM  4*  Myhe^AlBi  so         (h)  p.  S80.  svprdi   afld  "^ 
Rowlands  r.  TuekcTy  IHd.  65S.;      Toaftai  r.  Spietr,  4  Sim,  510. 
mttAwttCkUivm^.Devm^sltuit. 


€ASES  IN  CHANCEET. 


LEES  V.  NUTTALL.  leM 

Tl^  tbb  CMse^  which  is  f^ported^  tfpon  the  hefiht  V#b  i^gy>: 
^  at  the  RoU«»  in  1  Bussell  and  if^^  S$f  ad  Appeal  ^^\2x9wn  ^ 


»  was  brought  by  the  DefendMt,  NltOUdl^  t^gainut  the  J^^^,^ 

decree  so  fiir  as  it  dfected  hime  the  otb^ Defendant;,  nwOmMt (br 
Walker,  did  not  appeal.  r"?!?!!!*^ 

iiderW  at  a 

I  Mr.&^/^ibrtheAppelknt^iiiaistedupoiihiai^^ 

I  to  b^in»  on  the  ground  that  the  appeal  was  onlj  ^ardidb     Aflraed  on 

appeat 

The  Lord  Chancellor,  howvreri  decided  that  it 
was  to  be  considered  as  substantially  an  appeal  from  the 
i  whole  decree,   and  that  the  Plaintiff  was,   therefore, 

\  entitled  to  begin. 

Mr.  Pepj/s  and  Mr.  K.  Parker  were  accordingly  beard 
for  the  Plaintiff;  the  Attorney-General^  Mr.  Wakefidd^ 
i  and  Mr.  BetheUj  for  the  Appellant 

The  LoRj>  Chancellor  considered  the  case  made 
by  the  bill  to  be  fully  established  by  the  evidencet  And 
aflBrmed  the  decision  of  the  Court  below^ 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1855.  In  the  Matter  of  the  DE  CLIFFORD  Ettete^ 

June  99. 

Before  the     r|iHIS  matter  haviqg  a);ain  come  before  die  Coart(a} 
Cmm^ntm^n.  on  a  petition  to  confirm  the  Master's  report  find- 

ing that  Gecn-ge  G.  DlackweU  was  a  trustee  wiiliin  the 
meaning  of  tiie  act,  and  approving  of  a  person  to  ooDfej 
the  estates  to  the  petitioners^ 

Lord  Commissioner  Shadweli.,  after  reading  and 
considering  the' petition,  made  the  order  as  prayed. 

(a)  See  p.  694.  n^pre. 
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ACCESS. 
Access  is  such  access  as  affords  an 
opportunity  of  sexual  intercourse ; 
and  where  there  is  evidence  of 
such  access  between  a  husband 
and  wife  within  a  period  capable 
of  raising  the  legal  presumption 
as  to  the  legitimacy  of  an  afler- 
bom  child,  the  Court  will  not 
direct  an  issue  upon  evidence 
shewing  the  continued  adulterous 
intercourse  of  the  wife  with  an- 
other roan,  and  the  improbability 
of  the  husband  being  the  father, 
but  will  declare  the  legitimacy  of 
the  child.  Bury  v.  PhiUpoi, 
Page  349 
See  New  Trial. 

ACCOUNT. 
See  Corporation. 


VoL.IL 


ADMINISTRATOR. 

Under  the  common  decree  against 
an  administrator,  directing  his 
intestate's  assete  to  be  applied  in 
a  due  course  of  administration, 
the  Master  is  not  entitled  to  go 
into  the  consideration  of  transac- 
tions between  the  administrator 
and  the  other  creditors  which 
might  affect  the  administrator's 
right  of  retainer  for  a  debt  due  to 
himself.  Spicer  v.  James.  Page  S87 

See  Lunatic,  1. 

Separate  Estate,  1. 

AGENT. 

I.  Ad  order  for  the  taxation  of 
an  agent's  bill  cannot  be  obtained 
as  of  course  by  a  solicitor  ;  nor 
can  the  rule  for  bringing  the 
amount  of  the  agent's  bill  into 
court  upon  such  application  be 
dispensed  with,  except  under  spe- 
3  H  cial 
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cial  circumstances*  Lees  v.  Nutt- 
all.  Page  284 

.  A  solicitor  may  practise  in  the 
name  of  an  attorney  as  his  agent 
in  the  courts  of  law ;  but  an  attor- 
ney-atrlaw  cannot  practise  in  the 
name  of  a  solicitor  as  his  agent 
in  the  courts  of  equity*  Hockley 
V.  Bantoch  437 

S.  If  an  agent,  employed  to  pur- 
chase an  estate,  becomes  the 
purchaser  for  himself,  he  is  to  be 
considered  as  a  trustee  for  his 
principal.  Lees  v.  NuttaU.  819 
See  SolicitorI* 

AGREEMENT. 
See  Specific  Performance. 

ALIENATION. 
See  Separate  Estate,  2,  8,  4. 

ALLOTMENT. 

An  inclosure  act,  reciting  that  5. 
was  entitled,  as  lord  of  a  manor, 
to  the  soil  and  royalties,  arid,  as 
lay  rector,  to  all  tithes  within  the 
manor,  and  that  he  claimed  right 
of  common  on  the  waste  in  re- 
spect of  the  soil  and  royalties, 
directed  certain  allotments  to  be 
made  to  him  in  compensation  for 
his  right  to  the  soil  of  the  waste, 
and  to  the  tithes,  and  that  the 
residue  of  the  waste  should  be 
divided  among  S.  and  the  other 
persons  having  right  of  common 
upon  such  waste  in  proportion  to 
their  respective  claims ;  and  it 
reserved  to  the  lord  the  seignory 


and  royalties.  The  act  made  no 
mention  of  any  right  of  warren 
existing  in  the  lord;  but  there 
was  some  evidence  that  5.  had 
used  part  of  the  waste  as  a  rabbit- 
warren.  The  award  gave  an  al- 
lotment to  S.  for  his  right  of 
warren,  and  also  three  other  al- 
lotments, which  purported  to  be 
made  for  his  right  to  the  soil,  his 
right  to  the  tithes,  and  his  right 
of  common  and  other  rights  and 
interests  in  the  waste,  respect- 
ively ;  which  allotments  were  de> 
clared  to  be  a  full  compensation 
for  all  his  right  and  inCereBl  in  the 
lands  directed  to  be  indoaed  : 
Held,  that  S:%  title  to  the  warren 
allotment  was  not  such  as  a  pur- 
chaser could  baconpelled  to  take. 
Casamajor  v.  Strode.       Page  706 

AMENDMENT. 

1.  A  plaintiff  may  by  amended  bill 
introduce  new  matter  which  oc- 
curred prior  to  filing  the  original 
billf  in  order  to  fortify  his  case, 
but  he  clinQOt  introduce  new 
matter  which  occurred  subse- 
quently to  the  filing  of  the  origi- 
nal bill,  without  a  supplemental 
bill ;  and  the  defendant  having  in 
his  answer  to  the  amended  bill 
stated  this  objection  to  the  new 
matter,  and  insisted  upon  the 
same  advantage  as  if  he  had  de- 
murred or  pleaded  thereto,  and 
the  plaintiff  not  being  able  to 
support  his  case  upon  the  evi- 
dence which  referred  to  the  alle- 
gations of  the   original  bill,  the 

bill 
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bill  was  dismiased  with  costs.  Wray 
V.  Hutchinson,  Page  235 

2.  If  after  replication  filed,  the 
plaintiff  has  on  special  leave 
amended  his  hill  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  caU  for  an  answer,  he  may 
afterwards  obtaioi  as  of  course, 
a  further  order  to  amend  at  any 
time  before  the    answer    to  the 

.  amended  bill  is  put  upon  the  file. 
WhaHon  V.  Swwn.  362 


ANNUITY. 

B*  by  his  marriage  settlement, 
made  in  1811,  covenanted  to  se« 
cure  upon  certain  estates  an  an- 
nuity of  40tf.  for  his  wife  for  her 
life,  in  case  jshe  should  survive 
bim,  in  addition  to  the  provision 
made  for  her  by  the  settlement.  He 
afterwards,  by  a  deed,  executed 
in  1818,  and  intended  to  be  made 
in  pursuance  of  the  covenant, 
granted  an  annuity  of  400^.  to  his 
wife,  which  was  made  payable  to 
her  after  his  decease,  during  her 
widowhood.  By  his  will,  made  in 
1830,  after  ratifying  and  confirm- 
ing the  settlement,  be  gave  an 
annuity  of  400^  to  his  wife  during 
her  widowhood,  in  addition  to 
the  provision  made  for  her  by 
the  settlement :  Held,  that  the 
widow  was  entitled  both  to  the 
annuity  granted  to  her  by  the 
deed,  and  the  annuity  given  by 
the  ifill.  Douce  v.  Lady  Tor- 
ringion*  600 

See  Will,  15. 


ANSWER. 

See  Charity,  1. 
evidencb. 
•  Infant,  3. 

ASSETS. 
An  admission  of  assets  for  the  pay- 
ment of  a  legacy  is  an  admission  of 
assets  for  the  purposes  of  the  suit, 
and  extends  to  costs,  if  the  Court 
thinks  fit  to  give  them.  Phiian- 
tkropic  Society  v.  Hobson. 

Page  357 

See  Administrator. 
Marshalling. 

ASSIGNEE. 
A>f  as  assignee  of  £.,  a  bankrupt, 
gave  an  undertaking  to  C,  who 
was  the  mortgagee  of  one  farm, 
and  was  under  a  contract  to  pur. 
chase  another  farm,  both  the  pro- 
perty of  the  bankrupt,  and  who 
had  a  distress  upon  the  mortgaged 
premises,  that  if  the  distress  were 
withdrawn  he  would  pay  to  C.  the 
arrears  then  due  in  respect  of  the 
mortgage,  out  of  the  effects  on  the 
premises.  C.  withdrew  the  dis- 
tress accordingly,  and  afterwards 
the  bankruptcy  was  annulled  be- 
fore A,  had  obtained  possession 
of  any  part  of  the  bankrupt's 
effects ;  whereupon  C.  brought  an 
action  on  the  undertaking,  and 
recovered  judgment  against  A. 
personally :  Held,  on  a  bill  filed 
by  A,  against  C,  to  which  B.  was 
no  party,  that  A.  could  have  no 
relief  in  equity  against  the  judg- 
ment at  law  ;  and  that  he  was  not 
entitled,  as  against  C,  to  claim 
3  H  2  re- 
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repayment  of  the  sum  thereby  re- 
covered out  of  the  price  which  C. 
had  contracted  to  pay  for  the 
other  farm.  Pell  ▼.  Stephens. 
Pkige334 

See  Covenant,  1,  2, 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
The  attendance  of  the  Attorney- 
General  before  the  Master,  upon 
a  reference  to  settle  a  scheme  for 
the  administration  of  a  charity, 
may  be  dispensed  with  in  certain 
cases. 

A  direction  for  sooh  attendance 
in  a  case  where  the  charity  Aind 
did  not  much  exceed  1100^.  was 
struck  out  of  the  minutes  of  the 
decree.  Attorney-General  <r.  Ha- 
berdashers' Company.  817 

AUTHORITY  TO  6UE- 

See  Covenant,  1. 

SotlCITOR,  1. 

AWARD. 

See  Allotment. 

BANKRUPT. 

See  Assignee. 

JUDOMBNT. 

BARON  AND  FEME.  . 
By  the  marriage  settlement  of  a 
widow,  her  property  was  ass^ned 
to  two  trustees^  upon  trust  to  in- 
vest and  pay  the  dividends  to  her 
for  her  life  for  her  own  sole  and 
separate  use,  and  af\er  her  decease 
upon  trust  to  pay  the  fund  to  her 
dau^ht^  by  her  first  husband, 


«*  for  her  own  use  and  benefit." 
The  daughter's  husband,  F.  JET., 
who  was  one  of  the  trustees  of 
the  settlement,  became  bankrupt : 
Heidi  that  on  the  death  of  the 
tenant  for  life,  the  assignee  of 
F.  H*  was  entitled  to  the  faiid» 
subject  to  the  wife's  equity  for  a 
settlement.  Kensinfrton  v.  Dol^ 
land.  Pi«el84 

See  EviDSNCB. 

FoBBioN  Law, 

Lunatic*  2. 

Sepabatk  Estate. 

Stock. 

CANAL  ACT. 

See  COVBNAKT* 

CATHOLIC  RELIGION. 

A  testatrix  directed  several  sums  to 
be  paid  to  certain  Roman  Catholic 
priests  and  chapels,  desiring  that 
they  might  be  paid  as  soon  as 
possible  after  her  decease,  that 
she  might  have  the  benefit  of  their 
prayers  and  masses ;  and  she  gave 
the  residue  of  her  property  to 
trustees,  upon  trust,  to  pay  tOl, 
each  to  the  ministers  of  certain 
specified  Roman  Catholic  chapels, 
for  the  benefit  of  their  prayers  for 
the  repose  of  her  soal,  and  that  of 
her  deceased  husband,  and  to  ap- 
propriate the  remainder  in  such 
way  as  they  might  judge  best  cal- 
culated to  promote  the  knowledge 
of  the  Catholic  Christian  religion 
among  the  poor  and  ignorani  in- 
habitanu  of  Stoak  Dale  and 
Wenslmt  Dale:  Held,  that  the 
gifts  to  priests  and  diapels>4rere 

▼Old, 
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yoid>  apd  that  the  next  of  kin  was 
.  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
failure,  but  that  the  gift  of  the 
residue  was  valid  within  the  2  &  S 
W.^.  c.  115.  fVest  V.  Shuttle' 
worth.  Page  684 

CATHOLIC  SCHOOLS. 
A  testator  gave  two  legacies  to  the 
respective  trustees  of  certain  Ca- 
tholic schools,  upon  trusty  for  car- 
rying on  the  good  designs  of  the 
said  schools.  The  testator  died  in 
18225 :  Held,  that  the  2  &  3  fV.  4. 
c.  115.  for  securing  the  charitable 
donations  and  bequests  of  his 
Majesty's  Catholic  subjects  is  re- 
trospective, and  that  the  trustees 
of  the  Catholic  schools  were  en- 
titled to  the  l^gacijBS*  BratUhato 
V.  Tasker.  221 

CHARGE. 

h  Thei  t«9tator  began  his  will  by 
direeting  ihat  all  his  just  debts, 
funeral  aad  other  incidental  ex- 
pensest  should  be  paid  with  all 
convenient  speed  after  his  decease. 
By  a  codicil  he  devised  a  particu- 
lar estajte,  upon  trust,  in  the  first 
place,  to  pay  the  annuity  to  his 
Wftfe,  and  to  apply  the  sorplos  to 
t))e  payment  of  his  simple  con- 
jtract  debts:  Held,  that  the  real 
estarte  was  not  charged  with  the 
payment  of  debts. 

Qftarei  Whether  the  introduc- 
tory words,  without  more,  would 
have  charged  the  real  estate  ? 
Douce  V.  Lady  Torrington.     600 

2*  A  testator^  after  a  specific  be- 
quest of  part  of  his  persona)  es-* 
tatei  devises  all  his  freeboldi  copy* 


hold,  and  leasehold  estates,  and 
all  the  residue  of  his  personal 
estate  and  effects,  after  payment 
of  his  just  debts  and  funeral  ex- 
penses, to  trustees,  their  heirs, 
executors,  and  administrators,  up- 
on certain  trusts.  The  real  estate 
is  charged  with  the  payment  of 
debts.     Withers  v.  Kennedy. 

Page  607 

See  ExxouTOR,  1. 
TENAinr  FOX  Life. 

CHARITY. 
1.  Where  a  corporation  follow  the 
practice  of  their  predecessors  in 
the  application  of  the  profits  of 
charity  estates,  and  no  wilful  breach 
of  trust  or  improper  motive  is  im- 
puted to  them,  the  acoount  will 
not  be  carried  back  beyond  the 
time  when  they  bad  notice  that 
the  propriety  of  such  application 
was  questioned*  But  where  the 
charity  estates  have  been  alienated, 
though  at  a  very  distant  period, 
the  corporation  will  be  made  to 
compensate  the  present  value  of 
the  lands  so  alienated,  out  of  such 
general  property  of  the  corpora^ 
tion  as  was  not  granted  or  devised 
to  them  upon  special  trust. 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  corporatioD, 
when  apprised  by  the  information 
of  the  nature  and  extent  of  the 
claiflis  made  upon  them,  to  cause 
a  diligent  examination  to  be 
made,  before  they  pot  in  their 
answer,  of  all  deeds,  papers,  and 
muniments  in  their  possession  or 
power,  and  to  give  in  their  an- 
swer all  the  information  de- 
8  H  S  rived 
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rived  from  such  examination ;  and 
if  they  pursue  an  opposite  course, 
and  in  their  answer  allege  their 
ignorance  upon  the  subject*  and 
the.  information  required  is  after- 
wards obtained  from  the  docu* 
ments  scheduled  to  their  answer, 
the  Court  will  infer  a  dispoAition 
on  the  part  of  the  corporation  to 
obstruct  and  defeat  the  course  of 
justice,  and  on  that  ground  alone 
will  charge  them  witli  the  costs  of 
the  suit.  Allomey'General  v. 
The  Bailiffs  and  Burgesses  of 
East  Retford.  Page  S5 

2.  Where  annual  sums  were  be- 
queathed to  persons,  to  be  distri- 
buted in  charity,  at  the  discretion 
of  the  legatees,  either  to  private 
individuals  or  public  institutions, 
the  Court  declared  that  the  lega- 
cies did  not  fail,  but  that  a  scheme 
was  unnecessary  ;  leaving  any  of 
the  parties  at  liberty  to  apply,  as 
there  might  be  occasion.  Horde 
V.  The  Earl  of  Suffolk.  59 

S.  A  testator  gave  two  legacies  to  the 
respective  trustees  of  certain  Ca- 
tholic schools,  upon  trust,  for  car- 
rying on  the  good  designs  of  the 
said  schools.  The  testator  died  in 
1823 :  Held,  that  the  2  &  3  W.  4. 
c.  115.,  for  securing  the  charita- 
ble donations  and  bequests  of  his 
Majesty's  Catholic  subjects^  is  re- 
trospective* and  that  the  trustees 
of  the  Catholic  schools  were  en- 
titled to  the  legacies.  Bradshato 
V.  I'asker,  221 

4.  The  Court  has  jurisdiction  to 
extend  the  application  of  the  in-- 
come  of  charity  property  beyond 


the  mere  literally  expressed  io- 
tention  of  tbe  tcsUtor,  provided 
the  income  be  applied  to  sobjecu 
connected  with  that  iatcation. 
Attamey^Getteral  v.  Dixie* 

F^842 

5.  A  testator  gave. the  residue  of 
his  estate  to  trustees,  positively 
forbidding  them  to  diminish  the 
capital  thereof,  or  that  the  interest 
and  profit  arising  be  applied  to 
any  other  use  or  uses  than  there- 
inafter directed ;  and  he  pro- 
ceeded to  direct  one  moiety  of  the 
income  to  be  applied  to  a  chari- 
table purpose  which  failed;  and 
the  other  moiety  to  be  appUed  to 
other  specified  diaritable  pur- 
poses. Held,  upon  appeal,  that 
the  Court  had  jurisdiction  to  ap- 
ply  Claris  the  income  of  the 
moiety  devoted  td  the  charitable 
purpose  which  failed.  Attorney* 
General  v.  Ironmongers*  Company* 

576 

6.  Where  the  surplus  of  the  reoU 
and  profiu  of  an  estate,  charged 
with  certain  stipulated  paymeoti 
for  the  benefit  of  a  charity,  is  ex- 
pressly devised  by  the  will  of  the 
founder  to  his  executors  and  tlieir 
heirs,  for  their  sole  use  and  bene* 
fit  for  ever,  the  charity  can  cli^'m 
only  the  stipulated  payments^  al' 
though,  by  the  change  In  the  , 
value  of  money,  such  payments 
have  become  inadequate  to  the 
charitable  intentions  of  the  foun- 
der. 

The  teaching  of  writing  <u>^ 
arithmetic  may  be  well  introduced 
into  a  scheme  for  the  manage* 

meot 
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ment  of  a  free  gnunmur  school. 
AUomei^Genenl  v*  Gaaeoigne. 
Pa9e647 
7«  Wkeve  nooey  had  been  be- 
queathed for  the  purpose  of  being 
lent  out  without  ioterest^  in  sums 
not  eacoeedhig  300/.,  end  the 
Master,  iu  seCtiing  a  new  scheme 
for  the  oharity,  had  directed  the 
flsaaimutti  of  the  suns  so  lent  out 
to  be  50(M.;  it  was  held,  that  as 
tlie  latest  of  the  wills  was  200 
•jrears  old*  the  increase  in  the 
amount  of  the  loans  was  not  in- 
consistent with  the  intention  of 
the  testaton. 

The  costs  of  an  information 
as«st'be  paid  bj  a  company  in 
which  a  oharilable  fund  is  vested, 
if  the  charity  be  suffered  to  fall 
)  into  desuetude.  Altomty^General 
Tw  The  Mercen*  Compmny%      ^^ 

See  Attorney  General. 
Catholic  Religion. 

COMMITMENT. 
•  iSra  Co^NT^MPT. 

CONDITION. 
A  testator  gave  his  real  esutes  to  his 
iHffr  fbr  life,  and  after  her  decease 
to  'his  grand-daughter,  the  only 
child  of  his  deceased  daughter, 
'  her  hein  and  assigns ;  but  fn  case 
she  should  die  uiider  twenty-one 
without  issne,  then  over:  Held, 
that  the  grand-daughter,  who  was 
the  testator's  sole  heir  at  law,  took 
at  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life, 
by  descent,  and  not  by  purchase. 
MaHbridge  v.  Plummer.  93 


CONSTRUCTION  OF 
STATUTES. 

See  Statutes. 

CONTEMPT. 

The  sheriff's  return  of  a  caption 
and  rescue  is  a  sufficient  ground, 
without  affidavit,  for  an  absolute 
order  of  commitment  for  con- 
tempt. 

Where  a  party  previously  in 
contempt  for  disobeying  an  order, 
is  taken  into  custody  and  com- 
mitted to  the  Fleet  for  a  contempt 
in  effecting  a  rescue,  the  custody 
shall  be  held  to  apply  to  both 
the  contempts,  and  both  must  be 
cleared  before  the  party  can  be 
discharged;  and  subsequent  orders 
up  to  a  sequestration,  proceeding 
upon  such  commitment,  are  not 
vitiated  because  they  refer  to  the 
original  contempt  only.  Black- 
U)ell  V.  Tatlow.  Page  321 

CONTRIBUTION    BETWEEN 
TENANT  FOR    LiFE  AND 
REMAINDER-MAN. 
1.  Where  a  testator  provides  a  fund 
fot  the  payment  of  fines  on  admis- 
sion to  copyholds,  or  on  renewals  of 
leases,  the  manner  of  raising  the 
fines,  and  the  question  of  contri- 
bution between  the  tenant  for  life 
and  the  remainder-man,  must  de- 
pend upon  the  intention  of  the 
testator,  to  be  collected  from  the 
whole  will.     Playters  r.   Abbott. 

97 

1 2.  Where  the  first  trust  of  leasehold 

3  H  4  pro- 
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lyroperty  lield  for  lites  and  years 
18  t6  pay  the  fineti  on  renewi^  out 
of  the  ttntB  and  profits,  arid  the 
nett  trtfkt  is  "for  the  be«^t  of 
tholicf  who  in  strict  settlement  taVe 
freehbl?  atid  eopyhoKl  property 
undier  the  sAme  wilf^  the  expenites 
'  of  irexkewal  are  incrdental  to  the 
leasehold  property,  and  ftill  upon 
those"  Who' from  time  to  time  are 
etiti^^d  to  the  posieMiM  of  it 
under  the  will.  The  Earl  of 
'^afUihui^T.  J^eDuftetifMnrh 
borough.  Page  HI 

.    See  Tenant. FOR  JLife. 

\  [    qOPYHDLp!     ,       / 

1.  Where    a    copyhold    wit  'sur- 

•  rendered  to  a  ittortgagee  and  his 
heir8».and  "no  cbaditioii  «ii^as^  ex. 
pressed  -in  the  Mirrender,  atiil  the 

!  roon{ag«e  diied  inliestate  and  with- 
out Hit  iieir}  >  fft  ^  was  held  that  the 

'  lord  •i)F>'theia(iani)r*  was  entitled  to 

enter  vpen;  the  'oopyhold  as- an 

^9^taH.i  Altorde^  G^Mfial'Vi  The 

'  X}uJk^Ze9d4.     '       ' '»  843 

&  TbeTight  of'tbe  eqaitable  dwaer 
of  va  I»tiybold/««tata)eo4olispt>8i^  of 

-'his  equitable  inteeedt  b3^' will  can- 

:   hot  .bei<<59nt#oHed  bythe  jcibtitoni 

:.  A*cintb«il>kM;ekiiiislt0iit>#ith:the 
'  dt^tttiite  of^ 'resuleki^  trusts^  as, 
~  that  a  person  named  by  Uve^ur- 
'  dtitaetoofi^AiC^hbld^e^Vkti^  ab 
c  thd  «edoad;PB:>  aec4iti^f<ito  ithe 
<  .cnBtdrnffshaii  tldMr^ben^lally,  is 
ounMLsooable;'' l,a«iK>   v.  'ListneJ 

-^«^The  OfmjU^ymil'usM^^^^        am 


■  eatry*  m  ^ite  cotnt  roib,  viAm 
the  lord  be  a  party  to  the  snt,  or 
'(xmcnt  to  aach  vdcr  m  Ibe 
€oartrf)aM  tMnk  fit  to^mafceffait, 
the*  lori  noooasntiBg  to^aadi  mim, 
the-  OMvt  decreed  tkat  a  air- 
feeder  and  eiliMsien  ee  the 
court  ToiU^  wJiiok  gavean  tnterot 
to  the  wife  of  a  aaaftgagar  in 
'ft«iad  of  the  niortgaget  ahoold  be 

•i    '    '   '    •  F^€!S 

COftPpRATrON. 

Where  a  eolrpbratioD  foHew  tfae 
piaotibe  of  their  predecessors  in 
the  application  of  the  profiu  of 
charity  estates^  awd  no  wilful 
breach  of  trust  or  improper  mo- 
<t^#   is^impttted*  te'  thes,  the 

:%doewn;  will  liet  lie  cwriadbick 
heybtid  the  tinie  ^rfaea  th^y  bad 
notice  that  the  pro{^i^  of  wch 
appiioation  waa  qoestioaedi.    But 

'  #Here  the  charity  eritatea  htf^e 
beeti'irtfeaafced^  though  ate «rj 
distant    period    Che^  ddrporttbn 

"  Will-  beminte  to  eoropeinata  tbe 
pwseni  talae   of  ^  the   laMs  «> 

•*  alienated,  out    of  such   gcnewl 

'  propeity  of  thw  eorporrtipnr  al 
•wafcii  «ot;  granted  :«r  deriie*  to 

vfhem  updnspecWttrusfe^^ 

'    'ic!ntlie.dutytyf4lieitavpM«i«n, 

,  w4ie»  apprised  hy^the  inferaiiifcn 
of.the  aetore -and  cKteflt  i*«l»« 
<kBaaiu  madtsupoh  thatvloc«B>® 
a  diligent  examination  to  be  made, 
before  -they  pait  >mth«ir'a»^^^ 
or  eltf  deeds,  papers^ 'And  «^'- 

m^tits  in  iheir  ^posseaehlMr  po^^> 

and 
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and  to  gtTo  in  their  answer  all  tbe 
infbnaation'deriTed  from  aiich  ex- 
aaiiinitioB;  and  if  they  pursue  an 
^apposite  conrse*  and  in  their  aa- 
9«er  ailege  their  ignorance  upon 
the  subject,  and  the  iaibmation 
requhred  is  afterwards  obtained 
finmi  the  docnments  scheduled*  to 
their  answcTy  the  Court  will  infer 
a  disposition  en  the  part  of  the 
corpdratien  to  obsti^uctMkd  defeat 
the^OMirse  of  justice,  and  on  that 
ground  alone  will  charge  them 
with  the  costs  of  the  suit.  The 
Attorney-General  ▼.  The  BaUiffk 
nkd  Surgemi'  6f  Ea^t  Retf&rd, 
Fage35 

COSTS. 

L  WbcreahiU  containa;  scandalous 

im()UtatieQS  ^ki  the  charaeter  of 

the  defendant,  the  defendant  will 

not  subject  hiflsself  to  the  payaient 

*  of  costs  hy  answering  such  impu- 

' taitions^akhoughlie objecU at  the 

^  same  timie  to  the  tntrodaction  of 

the 'matters  so  answered  on  the 

ground  of  ipregularity  in  point  of 

i<pleedhlgk      H^ay  v.  Hutchinson. 

....  335 

!i«  Ai  person-  named  a  trustee  in  a 

deedf  who  flecKnes  to  accept  the 

office,  ia-ip  tike  situation  of  any 

ether  defendant  against  whem  a 

'  hiUr  is  dismissed,  and   can  only 

.hanre  itts- costs  as  betwe^  party 

>  and  party.    Nortontf  vt  Norway. 

.      .  278 

SbAeSmpte'centraet  creditor,  who 

files  a^  bill  for. the  administration 

lota  l^fttatot^^^asseiSk  i$  .^otitjed 


to  faanre  his  costs  out  of  the  estate» 
though  the  assets  prove  insuffi- 
cient for  the  payment  of  the 
specialty  creditors,  Larkins  y. 
PtustiHU  Page  380 

4v  An  admission  of  assets  for  the 
payment  of  a  legacy  is  an.  admis- 
sion of  assets  for  the  purpoaea  of 
the  suit,  and  extends  to  costs,  if 
the  Court  thinks  fit  to  give  them. 
PhilaaUhroptQ'Soeifty  y*  Hobson* 

357 

5«  A  plaintiff  who  is  a  peer,  and 
out  of  the  jurisdiction,  must  give 
the  usual  security  for  costs.  Lord 
Alborough  V.  Burton.  401 

6*  Where  it  appears  upon  the  bill 
that  the  plaintiff  is  an  officer  in 
his  Majesty's  service^  and  out  of 
the  jurisdiction,  the  defendant 
will  be  entitled  to  the  usual  se- 
curity for  costs,  unless  it  be  dis* 
tinctiy  stated  that  tbe  plaintiff 
is  on  actual  servicer  It  is  not 
sufficient  to  state  that  the  plaintiff 
is  an  officer  of  a  particular  regi- 
ment, and  residing  at  a  particular 
place  out  of  the  .jurisdiction, 
although  the'  reghnent  may^  in 
fact,  be  stationed  at  that  place. 
LiUie  V.  LUtie.  404 

7.  Where  a  plaintiff  vfion  his  bill 
misstates  his  place  of  rtoidtecci 
the  Court  will  order  him  to  give 
security  for  costs,  fktndyt  v^ 
Xojfg.  487 

a  The  costs  of  an  informaiiotl  tbust 
be  paid  by  a  company  in  which  a 
charitable  fund  is  vested,  if  the 
charity  be  suffered  to  fall  into 
desuetude.    Attorney  Getierdl  v. 

.     Th0rMerQ$ri  (^paa^  654 

9.  CosU 
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9k  CottB  «■  betweea  soIioitM'  and 
client  given  out  of  the  fund  to 
a  simple  contract  creditor  who 
was  plaintiff  in  a  suit  to  administer 
his  deceased  debtor's  estate,  al- 
though the  assets  had  proved 
insufficient  to  satisfy  the  specialty 
creditors.  Barker  v.  fVardle. 
Page  818 
iS^^  Charitt,  1. 

TRDSTISBt  1^ 

Vendor  and  Purchaser,  % 

COUNSEL. 

Tbc^  Court  will  not  interfere  in 
question^  arising  upon  the.  prac* 
tice  of  retainer.. 

A  motion  for  an  injunction  to 
r.estrain  a  particular  counsel,  who 
bad  acti^d  for  the  defendants, 
from  acting,  at  a  subsequent  stage 
of  the  proceedings,  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiffs  from  whom  he  had 
received  a  retainer,  was  refused. 
Baylis  y.  Grout.  ,  316 

COVlENANt. 

1.  l^he  Monmouthshire  Canal  Aet 
provided  that,  upon  auxiliary  rail- 
roads^jpiujle  by  private.  iif4iYi4uals 
under  the  authority  of  the  act, 
the  tolls  should  not  exceed  the 
rale  charged  by  the  canal  com- 
pany, which,  for  the  articles  of 
limestone  and  ironstone,  was  re- 
stricted to  9,\d.  a  ton  per  mile; 
arid  it  also  empowered  the  canal 
company,  by  agreement  with  the 
land-ownersy  itself  to  construct 
auxiliary  rail-roads,  on  which 
tolls  not  exceeding  Sd,  a  ton  per 
mile  might  be  charged.     Certain 


landowneiB  aad  owners  of    iron 
works,  and,  among   others,    the 
lessees  of  the  BeaufoH  Works, 
fetmed  a  joint  stock  compaiij, 
aad,  under  the  powers  given  bjr 
the  act,  constructed  a  rml-road 
oomsecting  a  lime  quarry,  called 
the  Tretfil  Quarry,  wiUi  the  se- 
veral   iron  works  and   with    the 
railroads  of  the  canal  company. 
In  the  partnership  deed  of   the 
rail«road  company,  the  lessees  of 
the  Beaufort  Works  covenanted 
for  themselres,  thehr  heirs»  exe- 
cutors, •administrators,    and    as« 
signs,  with'  the  other  shareholders, 
thei^    executors,     administrators, 
and  assigns,  so  long  as  the  cove- 
nantors,   their  executors,    admi- 
nistrators, or  assigns.  Should  oc^ 
eupy   the   Btaufbri   Woiics,    to 
procure  ail  the  limestone  osed  in 
the  said  works  from  the  Treml 
Quarry,  and  to  convey  all  such 
limestone,  and  also  all  the  iron- 
stone from  the  mines  to  the  said 
works  along  the  Trevil  rail-road, 
and  to  pay  a  toll  of  5d.  a  ton  per 
mile  for  the  same. 

Upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  share- 
holders of  the  rail-road  to  enforce 
this  covenant  against  a  person 
who  bad  purchased  the  Beaufort 
Works,  with  notice  of  the  part- 
nership deed  t  Held, 

First,  that  the  covenant  did  not 
run  with  the  land  so  as  to  bind 
assignees  at  law ;  and  that  a  court 
of  equity  would  not,  by  holding 
the  conscience  of  the  purchaser 
to  be  affected  by  the  notice,  give 
the    covenant  a  more  extensive 

oper» 
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operation  thau  the  law  allowed  to 

it:  .         , 

Secondly*  that  the  covenant 
securing  a  toll  of  5(L  a  ton  per 
mile  to  the  shareholders  of  the 
TrevU  rail- road,  was  a  fraud  upon 
the  canal  compaoy,  and  the  le- 
gislature, and  therefore  ought  not 
to  be  specifically  enforced  by 
injunction. 

Some  of  the  shareholders  hav^^ 
ing  been  made  co-plaintiis  in  the 
bill  without  their  privity  or  con- 
sent, on  their  application  an  order 
was  ipade>  with  costsi  ,that  their 
names  should  be  struck  out  as 
plaintiffs.  KtppM  v.  Bailey. 
Page  517 
S.  Where  land  is  conveyed  in  fee, 
by  deed. of  feoffment,  subject  to  a 
perpetual  ground-rent,  and  the 
feoffee  covenants  for  himself,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  with  the  feoffor, 
the  owner  of  adjoining  lands,  his 
heirs,  eicecutors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  not  to  use  the  land  in 
a  particular  manner,  with  a  view 
to  tl\e  more  ample  enjoyment  by 
the  feoffor  of  such  adjoining  lands, 
and  the  subsequent  acts  of  the 
feoffor,  or  of  those  claiming  under 
him,  have  so  altered  the  character 
and  condition  of  the  adjoining 
lands,  that,  with  reference  to  the 
land  conveyed,  the  restriction  in 
the  covenant  ceases  to  be  appli- 
cable according  to  the  intent  and 
spirit  of  the  contract,  a  court  of 
equity  will  not  interpose  to  en- 
force the  covenant^  but  will  leave 
the  parties  to  law. 

Whether  upon  such  a  coYenant 
there  could  be  any  remedy  at  law 


against  the  assigns  of  the  cove- 
nantor, quigre*  Dnke  of  Bedfwd 
V.  Brit.  Mui.  Page  659 

CREDITOR'S  SUIT 
See  Costs,  3.  9^ 

CUSTOM. 
See  CopVHotn,  2^ 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 
If  property  be  conveyed  by  a  debtor 
in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  creditors, 
who  are  neither  parties  nor  privy 
to  the  deed,  the  deed  merely 
operate  as  a  power  to  the  trus- 
tees to  apply  the  property  in 
payment  of  debts,  and  such  power 
is  revocable  by  the  debtor.    ^ 

Quaere f  Whether  a  communi- 
cation by  the  trustees  to  the  cre- 
ditors of  the  fact  of  such  a  trust 
will  not  defeat  the  power  of  revo- 
cation by  the  debtor.  Acton  v. 
IVoodgate.  402 

DEPOSIT  OFt)EEDS. 

1.  Where  an  equitable  security  is 
given  by  the  deposit  of  deeds,  the 
plaintiff  is,  on  a  bill  brought  to 
give  effect  to  his  security,  entitled 
to  a  decree  for  a  sale*  Pain  v. 
Smith.  ^17 

2.  In  the  decree  Upon  a  bill  by  ati 
equitable  mortgagee,  the  equitabiC 
mortgagor  will  be  allowed  ,  six 
months  to  redeem  the  depositeil 
deeds,    Parker  w  Hotisffielfi.  41H 

DE- 
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,     DESCBNt* 


1»  A  letlator  gave  hk  real-bstitBi  to 

Ilia  irifefbr  Itfdp  and  after  her 

deeeate   to  his   grand-dangMer, 

the  only  child  of  his  deceased 

daughter^  bor  hairaand  assigns; 

bat  in  case  she  should  die  under 

tweafej-aoe  without  •  iasoa^    theti 

'  over  .3    Heldf    that    the    grand- 

damghtgr,  liho  iraa  tibe  testator's 

aote  hfltr  al  law^tocic  atthe  death 

-  -of  iIk  tenaat  for  life^  b^  descent, 

and  Bdt4>y  purchase^    MaAbrtdge 

V.  Pluflimer*  •  'I^e9S 

^  An;  estate/ of^-which  if  %  died  seMd 

itt  fee»  descteided'upon  AJb  five 

^  infant  idstert*.     The  fd^r  and 

^  mother  of  the  infh&ts  being  both 

'   Iking,  aad  the  estate  of  the  sis- 

teM  being  consequently,  tiable  to 

•  '^be  devested  by  the  birth   of  a 

'   Yiearer  heir  ef  jf  .>  it  was  beld»  that 

.  *  the  ialanta  were  not  aciaed  of  or 

,  'entitled'  t«  land  'in  feo,<  within  the 

aeanijig  ofitha  1.  W*^  £4*65^  bA7. 

inthe  nmtiet  qfE\)am,  S18 

^'"'  '    >Sie'  Will.'-*     '  "' 

k^  rby  ^f  mmi9^  settiemeaw  vmde 

^  in.lSili    coY^oanted.  fto.  secure 

y  ^f0gk  cQiriain '.estates.  ati^iifUiUiity 

.,of  400/.  for  his  wife,  for  her  life, 

ill  Q^se  sheahould  auirtlye  Jiim,  m 

addiiMm^  to  ithe  ,|)iro¥Miw  xrH^de 

:  fdHEi  her.  by.  tb^  imt4\ejfie^u    He 

..Irf^wardfl,  byadeed axecvil^d  in 

:  ISliSiianfltioteadedftfijbQ.ii^f  ia 


pursuance  of  the  corenant,  ^raiit* 
ed  an  anmiity  of  400i  to  his  wile, 
which  was  made  payable  to  bcr 
after    his   decease*    durio^     her 
widowhood*    By  his  will, 
in  1830,  after  ratifying  and 
finning  the  setdoment,  he  ^ave 
an  annuity  of  400L  to  hia  wile 
.  during  her  widowhood,  in  addition 
to  the  provision  made  for  h^r  bj 
the  aettlenMnt:    Held,   that  the 
widow  was  entitled  both  to  the 
annuity  granted    to  her  bj   the 
deed,  and  the  mkmfty  given  hj 
thewilL  Dmiee  M^^LoAg  Ihrnrng" 
ion*  P)«ge600 

ELECTKHf. 

See  Stock, 

ENROLMENT  OF  DECREE. 
The  answer  4>f  the  JLo^  Chancellor 
to  a  petition  of  appeal  relatea  to 
the  day  at  which  the  pe^tion  was 
presented. 

Where,  therefore,  a  petition 
of  appeal  was  presented  within 
twenty-eight  days  after  notice 
had  been  given  of  a  docket  of  the 
decree  having  been  presented  for 
signature,  and,  the  Lord  Chancel- 
lor being  !n  Scotlancty  the  petition 
was  not  answered  until  after  the 
expiration  of  the  twenty-eight 
days,  the  enrolment  of  the  decree 
was  vacated.     Richards  v.  }Food. 
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ESCHEAT, 
Where  a  copybotd  was  sarrendeted 
to  a  itiortgagee  and  htB  heirs,  and 
no  condition  was  expressed  in  the 
surrender,  and  the  mortgagee  died 
intestatig  and  without  an  heir,  it 
was  held  that  die  lord  of  the 
manor  was  entitled  to  enter  iipon 
the  copyhold  as  an  escheat:  At* 
iomey-Qeneral  t.  The  Duke  of 
Leeds.  Page  543 

EVIDENCU.  .  , 
The  admissions  ina  jc^t  answec  by 
die  husband  and  wife  are  no  evi- 
dence against  the  wife,  such  joint 
answer  being,  con^dered  as  the 
answer  of  the  husband  alone*  EU 
ston  V.  Wood.  678 

See  jSpscx^ic  P£^PX)m<ANc^»  ^ 

EXCEPTIONSi 

1.  A  party  may  take  exceptfbns  to 
the  Master's  report  of  imperti- 
nence at    any    time    before  the 

•  impertinent  matter  is  actually  ex- 
punged; and  the  practice  in  this 
respect  h  not  altered  by  the 
twenty-second  of  the  last  new 
orders,  which  provides  that  im- 
pertinent matter  shall  not  be  ex- 
punged  until  the  expiration  of 
four  dajfs  from  the  filing  of  the 
report,  "  in  order  tlmt  the  adverse 
party  may  have  an  opportunity  of 
filing  exceptions  to  such  report." 
Evans  ▼.  Owen,  382 

%  Where  the  Master  by  his  report 
finds  ia  fact  involving,  according 
to  the  practice  €»fi  the  Court,  a 
particular  conse^fuenoiei  the  Court 


will  act  upon  the  fact  so  found, 
and  it  is  not  a  gfround  of  excep- 
tioB  -thsit)  such  oonaaqueaoft  ii 
not  sittted  m  thereport***   Bkk  ▼. 


1^  A  tMtatorin  the  firsi  |ilao*di- 
•>  .reds  the  paifmeiil  :>df  his  dfibu 
'  and  legaioiea.  iiy.  hiav0idecul0rs 
. :  1  cflee  t&nie4> '  >  J  lie:  aftenwards.  de- 

<  inisen  a  real   estate* -ito  Ms? son 
T,  D«  in  fee-^  and  la  m  8iihaei|«ient 

i^paifof  his  will  namea^'jT*  £t  and 
^anothctf'pbrson  bis  gxecutors^  ^ho 

>  buthvpvovi^jtbeiaptU^'  /Tl^>  estate 
devised  toi  T.  D^uat  beii^  a 

:  devise  .to  the    executors  '.after 

<  camedi  isnot  charged  wit}),  debts 
*  andiUgaiciea.  •  Warren  f^lDames. 

8v   A' McpEiestfoflreaidiMi 'ffitO'iny 
"'  exetaatsin  JhereJimftep .  aaaiedy  i  to 
'enable/  tbetnT'td  pky-my  debts, 
legacies,  ftm^ad  aad'tettamenaary 
'  eharges^aQd\krso  lO;Yecofnpftase 
them  for  their  trouble,  equally 
between  them^''  foAowed  by  the 
appointment*  ;Qf  tfa^ee  persons  as 
executors,  is  a  gift  to  those  per- 
sons^a^;^  ^l^^iii?  Miejr|Ofl|^Ml  cha- 
racter ;  and,  therefore,  one  having 
'idkdlntfa^  llfMoite  oTt^eve^tttc^, 
»  the  whole  >  reiidtfe  vetk*  in  ithe 
^  twO'Surtivorgi    >KH9^  v.  O^dd. 

S'.'Th^  '  Ma«le#   fbuad  ''tiiat^  <Vwo 

' ' '  <exec«toi's '  h|td,' '  'by  >iigwiAg>  )eint 

Acheque^,'  etMbled^  6|U:h^  oihev*  to 

>  t^e^Sn^siMiebeloii^in^  toftb^es- 
ii   llvCe^o^4h«ir'4ifestiitd3^:#h^tt4liey 

were 
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were  both  largely  indebted  to  that 
estate ;  and  that  the  eumt  so  re> 
ceWed  by  them  were  ddbts  pro?^ 
able  under  their  respective  com- 
miMiooSy  both  execatore  having 
become  bankrupt  a  Held,  that  in- 
terest at  5  per  cent.,  as  the  com 
sequence  of  the  devastavit,  was  to 
be  added  to  the  pnacipal  sums 
found  to  be  protieoMe  against  the 
the  bankropt  estates  of  the  ex- 
ecutors. Bickyf.  M^Uif,  Page 315 
4«  Executors  charged  with  tlie 
profits  made  by  them  from  the 
employmeat  of  the  testator's  as- 
sets 10  any  trade  or  business  since 
the  testator's  decease.  Palmer  v. 
MHdidL  672 

See  Trustee,  2. 

EXPECTANT  HEIE. 

Where  an  expectant  heir,  under  pe- 
cuniary pfessure,  mortgages  his 
revevsionary  interest  to  obtain 
an  advance  of  money  or  credit 
for  A  purchase  of  goods»  and  the 
party  in  present  possession  of  the 
property  jso  mortgaged  stands  in 
loco  parentii  to  such  heir,  and 

,   knows  and  appro¥es  of  the  trans- 
action»  the  heir  has  no  equity  to 
Jiave  it  afterwards  rescinded. 
Where  an  expectant. heir,  who, 

.■  under  .pecuniary  pressure,  has 
granted  securities  over  his  rever- 
sionary estate,  subsequently  allows 
the  consideration  given  for  the 
securities  to  be  so  dealt  with  that 
it  can  never  be  restored  to  the 
other  party  in  its  original  con- 
dition, he  will  not  be  relieved 
against  those  securities  unless  he 


can  shew  a  continuance  of  tlie 
pressure  compelling  him  to  act  as 
he  did. 

Where  goods  are  sold  to  a 
persoa  in  distressed  circttmatif  rs 
by  a  tradesman  who  kaowa  they 
are  bought  merely  with  a  view  to 
raise  moaey  by  selling  them  again, 
and  th^  are  cbargcd  at  hir  and 
reasoaaUe  {mes,  the  Court  will 
not  interfere  to  relieve  tlia  pur- 
clmaor,  or  set  aside  seotitities 
given  for  the  price.  King  v, 
Hamlet.  Page  4^56 


FINE. 

1  •  Where  a  testator  prbvidea  a  fand 
for  the  payment  of  fines  oa  ad- 
mission So  co[^hoids,  or  on  re- 
newals of  leases,  the  manner  of 
raising  the  fines,  and  the  question 
of  contribution  between  the  tenant 
for  life  and  the  remainder-man, 
must  depend  upon  the  intention 
of  the  testator,  to  be  collected 
from  the  whole  will.  Pla^iers  ▼• 
Abbott.  97 

2.  Where  the  first  trust  of  leaae- 
hold  property  held  for  lives  and 
years  is  to  pay  the  fines  on  re- 
newals out  of  the  rents  and  profits, 
and  the  next  trust  is  for  the  bene- 
fit of  those  who  in  strict  settle- 
ment take  freehold  and  copyhold 
property  under  the  same  will,  the 
expenses  of  renewal  are  incidentsd 
to  the  leasehold  property,  and  fall 
upon  those  who  from  time  to  time 
are  entitled  to  the  possession  of 
it  under  the  will.  The  Earl  of 
ShqfteS' 
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Shqfieibury  v.  The  Duke  of  Marl- 
borough.  Page  111 

FOREIGN  LAW. 
Where  a  oontract  h  made  between 
persons  domioiled  in  a  foreign 
countrj,  aod  in  a  form  knovrn  to 
thelawof  thaioomiUry»  the  Court, 
in  admiiusiering  the  rigbtB  of 
parties  under  it,  will  give  it  the 
same  conatruotion  and  effect  as 
the  foreign  law  would  have  given 
to  it. 

I^  therefore  a  domiciled  Scotch- 
man would  be  held  entitled,  in 
Scotland^  by  virtue  of  a  marriage 
contract  executed  there,  and  in 
the  Scotch  form,  to  receive  what- 
ever property  accrued  during 
coverture  to  his  wife,  this  Court 
will  enforce  his  right,  as  against 
any  suph  property  coming  within 
its  JurisdiotioDy.and  will  not  raise 
an  equity  i^t.  a  settlemest  in 
ftvouF  of  the  wife»  in  opposition 
to  the  .provisions  of  theieontract. 
Andrutker  v«  Adair^  513 

FRAUD. 

A  man,  already  married,  performed 
the  ceremony  of  marriage  with 
G.  W,y  and  joined  with  tier  in 
executing  an  assignment  of  her  life 
interest  in  a  trust  fund  to  a  pur- 
chaser. The  fraud  practised  upon 
G.  TV.  by  the  person  acting  in  the 
character  of  her  husband  did  not 
affect  the  validity  of  the  assign- 
ment, nor  was  it  necessary  to  make 
the  supposed  husband  a  party  to  a 
suit  instituted  by  the  purchaser  to 


obtain  the  benefit  of  the  assign- 
ment.   Sturge  v«  Starr.  Page  195 

See  ExpECTAWT  H£tk. 

&RAMMAR  SCHOOL. 
See  CHABiTir,  i.  6. 

ILLEGITIMATE  CHILDREN. 

Where  by  deed  an  estate  was  limited 

to  an  afVer.born  iltegitnnate  son 

in  fee ;  and' if  he  should  die  before 

he  attained  twenty-one,  then'  in 

'  fee  to  a  living  illegitimate  child, 
who  died  an  ifrfant  $  and  an  after- 
bom  Illegitimate  Son  altahied  the 
age  of  twenty-oner  it  was  held 
that  the  last  limitation  failed,  and 
that  the  devised  estate  descended 
to  the  heir  of  the  grantor.  Lomas 
V.  Wright.  769 

IMPERTINENCE. 
A  party  may  take  etceptions^  to  the 
Master's  report  of 'itnpertinefice  at 
any  time  before  the  knpertlnent 
matter  is  actually  expunged ;  and 
the  practice  hi  this  respect  ia  not 
ultered  hy  the  twenty-second  of 
the  last  new  brders,  which  pro- 
vides that  impertinent  mattet'shall 
not  be  expunged  mitil  the  ^xpira- 
'  tion  dffbur  days  from  the  filing  of 
the  re|)Ort,  •*  in  order  that  the 
adverse  party  may  have  an  oppor- 
tunity df  fiftin^  exceptions  to  such 
report."**    E'odm  v;  Owen.       S82 

IMPLICATION. 

A  testatrix  gave  to  J,  B.  and  his 
wife,  and  the  survivor  of  them, 

an 
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an  annuity  of  lOCtf.  during  their 
respective  lives,  in  case  J.  B. 
should  become  incapable  to  col* 
lecty  or  be  discharged  from  col- 
lecting, the  rents  of  a  particular 
estate :  the  annuity  to  commence 
and  become  payable  from  the  first 
quarter  day  after  her  decease,  or 
aflter  he  should  cease  to  collect 
the  rents.  The  husband  survived 
the  tesiacrix,  but  died  soon  afker- 
vardSft  having  continued  to  re» 
ceiv^  the  rents  till  his  death. 
The  wife  is  entitled  to  the  an* 
nuity  of  iOO/*  for  her  life,  Brii- 
tain  V.  Fleming*  Page  1« 

INCLOSURE  ACT  (GENERAL). 

The  provision  in  the  General  Inclo- 
sure  Act,  that  the  commissioners* 
oath,  and  the  appointment  of  any 
new  commissioner,  shall  be  an- 
nexed to  and  enrolled  with  the 
award,  is  merely  directory.  Ca^ 
samojor  v.  Strode.  706 

INFANT. 
1.  Where  a  testator  gave  his  real 
estates,  and  also  Jiis  residuary  pro- 
perty,  to  his  wife  for  life,  with  re- 
munder  to  an  infant  great  nephew 
for  life ;  a  statement  in  the  will 
that  it  was  his  pwrttcular  wish  and 
request  that  his  wife  and  the  in- 
fant's grandfcther  would  superin- 
tend and  take  care  of  the  infant's 
education,  so  as  to  fit  faha  for  any 
respectable  profession  or  employ- 
ment, was  held,  under  the  circum- 
stances, and  upon  the  effect  of  the 
whole  instrument,  to  charge  the 
msintenance  and  education  of  the 
infant  upon  the  interest  taken  by 


the  testator^s  widow  under  the 
wilL  Fol^  V.  Panr^  Pi«e  ISS 
2.  Where  a  bill  has  been  filed  on 
behalf  of  infants,  under  drcma- 
stances  raising  a  strong  suspiciea 
againel  the  motives  of  the  next 
friend,  the  Court  will  diiecft  an 
inquiry  whether  the  suit  is  for  the 
benefit  of  the  infants;  and  if  ao» 
whetlier  such  next  friend  is  n 
proper  peiaon  to  conduct  it,  or 
otherwise  who  is  a  proper  person 
to  be  appointed  next  friend  in 
his  place.     NMer  v«  Haniims. 

S.  Where  a  decree  has  been  made 
against  an  infant  defendant,  who 
put  in  the  oomnon  answer  by  his 
guardian,  the  general  rule  is,  that 
such  defendant  on  coming  of  age 
has  the  privilege  of  putting  in  a 
new  answer  stating  a  different 
case,  and  of  going  into  evidence 
in  support  of  that  case. 

The  privilege  does  not  extend 
to  foredosuve  suits,  Kd$mU  ▼• 
KOioU.  409 

See  Maintekamcc 

INJUNCTION. 
Special  injunction  granted,  under 
the  circumstonces,  to  sUy  process 
of  outlawr}',  and  all  further  pro- 
ceedings at  law  against  the  plain- 
tiff in  equity,  the  Court  requiring 
the  plaintiff  in  equity  to  give  judg- 
ment in  the  action,  wiih  sUy  of 
execution,  to  be  dealt  with  as  the 
Court  should  thereafter  direct. 
Dmmmond  v.  Pigon.  168 

See  CouKSBi*. 

Jurisdiction,  2. 
Practicb,  lOy  11* 
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INSOLVENT. 
A  conveyance  or  paymeint  made  to 
a  creditor  by  a  person  in  insolvent 
'    circumstances,  upon  sach  person's 
^    own  motion,  wiihoui  any  pressure 
•    or  threat  on  the  part  of  the  credi- 
tor, or  made  c<)lourabty  with  a 
'  view  to  divert  the  property  from 
other  creditors,  or  made  with  a 
view  to  give  a  preference  to  a 
particuhir   creditor,  within  three 
months  before  the  imprisonment 
of  the  insolvent,   is  a  v\>luntary 
conveyance  or  pay nient  within  the 
meaning  of  the  7  G.  4-.  e.  57.  *.  32. 
Siubkey  V.  Drewe.  Page  190 

INTEREST. 

See  Executor^  3.' 
Maintenance,  3. 
■  Will,  19. 

ISSUE.  • 

If  separate  legacies  tnre  given  to 
Cwo'or  nveve  persons,  with  a  limit- 
aiidii  over 'to  the-  survivor  or  sur- 

"  vivors  in  case  of  the  death  of 
either  wKhout^  iikvte^  the  pre- 
sumption primd  Jacie  is  that  the 
testator  had  not  in  his  contem- 

'  platidn  an  indefinite  failure'  of 
issue. 

Where  pecuniary  legacies  were 
bequeathed  to  several  persons  for 
their  lives,  and  if  any  of  them 
should  dre  without  issue,  their 
proportions  to  be  divided  among 
the  Survivors,  the  suma  were  di- 
rected to  be  secured  in  Court, 
and  the  dividends  paid  to  the 
legatees  for  their  respective  hVes»' 
with  liberty  to  any  person  to- 
VoL-IL 


apply  upon   the  death  of  each 
legatee. 

Whether  such  legatees  took  an 
absolute  interest  in  their  respect- 
ive fegacies,  subject  to  an  exe- 
cutory bequest  over  iii  case  of 
their  death  leaving  no  issue,  or 
whether  they  took  an  interest  for 
life  ohlyi  quare.  Kanelagh  v. 
HanelagV  Page  441 

JOINT.TENANCY; 
A  letter  from  A.  to  B.,  in  which  A* 
'  engages  to  secure  to  J9.'s  family, 
in  any  way  B,  may  desire  by  his 
will,  a  moiety  of  a  fund  in  Which 
A,  and  B.  are  interested  as  joint- 
tenants,  is  a  severance  of  the 
joint-tenancy.    Gould  v.  Kemp. 

304 

JUDGMENT. 

1.  A.f  as  assignee  of  B.,  a  bankrupt, 
gave  an  undertaking  to  &,  who 
was  the  mortgagee  pf  o»^  farm, 
and  was  under  a  contract  to  pur- 
chase another  farm,  both  the  pro- 
perty of  thfe  bankrupt,  and  who 

'  bad  a  distress  upon  the  moitgaged 
premises,  that  if  the  disj^resa  were 
withdrawn  he  would  pay  to  C* 
the  arrears  then^duo  in  respect  of 

'  thie  mortgi^eft  out  of.rtbe  effects 
on  tlie  premises.  C  srithdre]w  the 
distress  <&ocotdingl]F,  and   nfter- 

'  wards  the  bankruptcy  was  an- 
nulled before  Am  •  had  obtained 
possession  of  any  part  of  the 
bankrupt's  efiects;  thereupon  C. 
brought  an  atftioii  ^n  the.  under- 
taking, and  recovered  ju4gnient 
agaiast  A..  peraoaaUy:  Hi^,  oa 
a  bill  filed  by  A*,  agaiiut  C;^  t^ 
3  1  vJl^c^ 
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which  B.  was  no  party,  that  A. 
could  have  no  relief  in  equity 
against  the  judgment  at  law  ;  and 
that  he  was  not  entitled,  as  against 
C«,  to  claim  repayment  of  the  sum 
thereby  recovered  out  of  the  price 
which  C.  had  contracted  to  pay 
for  the  other  farm.  PM  v.  Ste-- 
phens.  Page  334 

i*  A  court  of  equity  has  no  juris- 
diction to  relieve  a  plaintiff  against 
a  judgment  at  law,  where  the  case 
in  equity  proceeds  upon  a  ground 
equally  available  at  law  and  in 
equity;  but  the  plaintiff  must 
establish  some  special  equitable 
ground  for  relief.  Harrison  v. 
Nettleship.  423 

JURISDICTION. 

1.  The  Court  will  not  interfere  in 
questions  arising  upon  the  prac- 
tice of  retainer. 

A  motion  for  an  injunction  to 
restrain  a  particular  counsel,  who 

.    bad  acted  for  the  defendants,  from 

.    acting,  at  a  subsequent  stage  of 

.  the  proceedings,  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiffis  from  whom  he  had  re- 
ceived a  retainer,  was  refused. 
Bdylk  V.  GrotU.  316 

2L  If  the  misconduct  of  an  officer 

of   the   Court,   in  executing  its 

orders,  becomes  the  subject  of 

civil  proceedings  before  another 

*  tribonal,  the  Court,   in  its   dis- 

.  cretion,  piay  either  itself  take 
cognizance  of  the  complaint,  or 
may  leave  the  matter  to  be  dealt 

.  .with  upon  such  proceedings;  but 
wherever  the  title  to  redress 
against  such  officer  is  founded  on 
a  denial  of  his  authority,  or  on  an 


alleged  defect  in  the  order  which 
he  has  executed,  the  Court  (which 
alone  is  competent  to  decide  apoo 
the  validity  of  its  own  orders),  is 
bound  to  interpose  by  injunction, 
and  assunae  exclusive  jarisdictioo 
over  the  matter  of  complaint 
Aston  V.  Herotu  Page  390 

See  Charity,  4, 5. 

JUDGMSNT,    S. 

LACHES. 
See  Kbnbwals,  3. 

LAND  TAX,  REDEMPTION  OF. 

A.  being  under  a  settlement  tenant 
for  life  in  remainder,  after  prior 
estates  for  life  and  in  tail,  with 
remainder  to   bis   own  first  and 
other  sons  in  tail,  with  an  uld- 
mate    remaind^    in    fee,    which 
afterwards  became  vested  in  the 
first  tenant  for  life,  redeenoed  the 
land  tax  upon  the  settled  esuce 
during  the  life  of  the  first  tenant 
for  life,  and  took  an  assignment 
to  himself  under  the  Land  Tsx 
Act.    The  prior  tenant  for  life 
afterwards    died    without    issue, 
having  devised  to  A.  the  ultimate 
fee;   and  A.  being  in  a  dfing 
state,  and  having  no  issue,  made 
his  will,  and  devised  the  fee  of 
the  settled   estate,    without  de- 
claring any  intention  with  respect 
to  the  land  tax  redeemed.    The 
land  tax  at  his  death  continues  to 
be  part  of  his  personal  estate. 
Trevor  v.  Trevor.  ^^ 

LAPSE- 
A  testator  gave  to  the  children  of  his 
sister,  the  late  E.  W^  whose  names 

he 
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be  enumerated,  *<or  to  their  heirB," 
certain  legacies.  Three  of  the 
children  died  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  testator :  Held,  that  the  lega- 
cies to  these  children  did  not 
lapse,  but  that  their  next  of  kin 
took  by  substitution  at  the  death 
of  the  testator.  Gettings  ▼. 
M^DermoU.  Page  69 

LEASE. 
See  Renewals. 

Specific  Perfgrmamce,  S. 

LEGACY. 

1.  A  legacy  of  500?.  a  piece  "to 
each  child  that  may  be  bom  to 
either  of  the  children  of  either  of 
my  brothers,  lawfully  begotten,  to 
be  paid  to  each  of  them  on  his  or 
her  attaining  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  without  benefit  of  sur- 
vivorship,'* does  not  include  a 
child  bom  afler  the  testator's 
death.    Slorrs  v.  Benhaw*         46 

2.  If  separate  legacies  are  given  to 
two  or  more  persons,  with  a  limit- 
ation over  to  the  survivor  or  sur- 
vivors in  case  of  the  death  of 
either  without  issue,  the  pre- 
sumption primdjacie  is,  that  the 
testator  had  not  in  his  contem- 
plation an  indefinite  failure  of 
issue. 

Where  pecuniary  legacies  were 
bequeathed  to  several  persons  for 
their  lives,  and  if  any  of  them 
should  die  without  issue,  their 
proportions  to  be  divided  among 
the  survivors,  the  sums  were  di- 
rected to  be  secured  in  Court, 
and  the  dividends  paid  to  the 
legatees  for  their  respective  lives, 
with    liberty  to   any  person    to 


apply  upon  the  death  of   each 
legatee. 

Whether  such  legatees  took  an 
idisolote  interest  in  their  respective 
legacies,  subject  to  an  executory 
bequest  oter  in  case  of  their  death 
leaving  no  issue,  or  whether  they 
took  an  interest  for  life  only, 
fiuBre.    Ranelagh  v.  Randdgh. 

Page  441 
See  Implication. 
Will. 

LIEN. 
The  estate  of  a  tenant  for  Kfe  waft 
charged  with  a  sum  of  25,000/. 
and  interest  from  the  time  that 
the  life  estate  commenced,  and  it 
was  provided  that  the  25,000if. 
should  not  be  raised  until  the  ex- 
piration of  two  years  from  the 
commencement  of  the  life  estate. 
The  tenant  for  life  failed  to  keep 
down  the  interest  of  the  25,000/.» 
and  there  was  raised  on  the  estate 
by  the  trustees  of  the  term  created 
for  the  purpose  of  the  charge  a 
sum  considerably  exceeding  the 
25,000^.  The  persons  entitled  in 
remainder  after  the  life  estate 
have  an  equity  to  recoup,  out  of  the 
future  income  which  shall  accrue 
to  the  tenant  for  life,  the  excess 
raised  beyond  the  25,000/*;  and 
the  tenant  for  life  having  taken 
the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent 
Debtors*  Act,  his  assignees  are 
affected  by  the  same  equity. 
Waring  v.  Coventry.  406 

LUNATIC. 
1.    Where  the  next  of  kin  of  a  de- 
ceased lunatic  was  of  unsound 
3  12  mind 


840 


INDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


mind,  though  not  so  found  by  in- 
quisition, a  transfer  of  the  lunatic's 
personal  estate  was  directed  to  be 
made  to  the  person  to  whom  ad- 
ministration durante  animi  viUo 
of  such  next  of  kin  had  been 
granted,  agreeably  to  the  practice 
of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court.  Ex- 
parte  Evelyun  Page  S 

2.  Where  a  sum  of  stock  was  be- 
queathed to  a  married  woman, 
whose  husband  was  of  unsound 
mind,  though  no  commission  of 
lunacy  had  issued  against  him,  the 
Courti  on  a  bill  filed  by  the  husband 
and  wife  for  payment  of  the  legacy, 
transferred  the  fund  into  Court  to 
the  joint  account  of  the  plaintifi  ; 
and  afterwards,  in  consideration  of 
the  poverty  of  the  parties,  made 
an  order,  on  the  petition  of  the 
wife,  that  the  dividends  should  be 
paid  to  her  for  her  life.  Steed  v. 
CaUey.  52 

S.  The  trustees  under  a  will,  in 
which  a  life  annuity  of  6000?.  a 
year,  and  other  considerable  bene- 
fits, were  given  to  a  person  who 
at  the  death  of  the  testator  was 
confined  in  a  lunatic  asylum,  filed 
a  bill  for  the  directions  of  the 
Court,  in  executing  the  trusts  of 
the  will  relative  to  the  lunatic. 
The  wife  of  the  lunatic  presented 
a  petition,  praying  an  allowance 
out  of  the  income  given  to  the 
lunatic,  and  the  Court  thereupon 
referred  it  to  the  Master  to  in- 
quire into  his  state  of  mind ;  and 
the  Master  having  reported  that 
he  was  of  unsound  mind,  and  not 
competent  to  the  management  of 
his  affairs,  the  Court,  upon  the  pe- 


tition of  the  wife  to  confirm  the 
report,  directed  the  trustees  to 
apply  to  the  Great  Seal  for  a  com- 
mission of  lunacy,  and  referred  it 
to  the  Master  to  inquire  what  in 
the  meantiaie  would  be  a  proper 
allowance  to  be  made  to  the  wife« 
The  Bishop  of  Exeter  ▼.  Lord  and 
Lady  Ward.  Page  54 

4.  The  lunacy  of  a  partner  is  not 
ipso  facto  a  dissolution  ot  ^^ 
partnership,  but  lis  a  ground  for 
the  dissolution,  if  the  other  part- 
ner or  partners  come  to  the  Court 
for  a  decree  of  dissolution  on  the 
ground  of  such  lunacy. 

One  of  two  partners  having 
continued  the  partnership  business 
for  some  time  after  the  lunacy  of 
the  other,  and  having  then  sold 
the  business,  the  representative  of 
the  deceased  lunatic  partner  w» 
held  to  be  entitled  to  his  share  rf 
the  partnership  profits  up  to  the 
period  of  sale.     Jones  v.  iV<y* 

125 

MAINTENANCE. 

!•  Where  a  testator  gave  his  teiA 
estates,  and  also  his  residus^ 
property  to  his  wife  for  fife,  iritb 
remainder  to  an  infant  gfcat 
nephew  for  life ;  a  statement  in 
the  will  that  it  was  his  p'articnlsr 
wish  and  request  that  his  wife  and 
the  infant's  grandfather  would  su- 
perintend and  take  care  of  the 
infant's  education,  so  as  to  fit  him 
for  any  respectable  profession  or 
employment,  was  held,  under  the 
circumstances,  and  upon  the  effect 
of  the  whole  instrument,  to  charge 

the  maintenance  and  education  of 
•       the 
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the  infant  upon  the  interest  taken 
by  the  testator's  widoiv  under  the 
will.     Folej^  V.  Parn/.     Page  138 

2.  The  Court  will  not  direct  an  in- 
quiry as  to  the  propriety  of  an 
allowance  to  the  father  for  the 
past  maintenance  of  the  infant, 
unless  a  special  case  be  made. 
Exparte  Bond.  439 

.3.  If  under  a  marriage  contract,  a 
fund  has  been  settled  upon  trust 
for  the  children  of  the  marriage, 
at  twenty-one,  with  a  proviso, 
that  till  their  shares  become  pay- 
able, the  interest  shall  be  applied 
towards  their  maintenance;  the 
father  is  entitled  to  receive  such 
interest  for  that  purpose,  without 
reference  to  his  own  ability  to 
maintain  them.  Meacher  v. 
Young.  490 

4.  It  is  not  maintenance  to  purchase 
an  interest  which  is  the  subject  of 
8  suit ;  but  if  the  purchaser  give 
an  indemnity  against  all  costs  that 
have  been  or  may  be  incurred  by 
the  seller  in  the  prosecution  of 
the  suit,  the  transaction  amounts 
to  maintenance. 

Where,  after  decree  in  a  credi- 
tor's suit,  the  plaintiff  sold  a  debt 
which  he  had  proved  in  the  cause, 
and  took  from  the  pucchaser  a 
deed  of  indemnity  against  all  ex- 
pences  which  he  had  incurred  and 
might  incur  in  the  suit,  and  his 
name  continued  to  be  used  as 
plaintiff  in  the  suit,  together  with 
that  of  the  purchaser ;  it  was  held, 
'that  this  transaction  amounted  to 
maintenance,  and  the  bill  was, 
upon  that  ground,  dismissed. 
Harrington  v.  Long.  590 


MARRIEO  WOMAN. 
See  Separate  Estate. 

MARSHALLING  OF  ASSETS. 

1.  Creditors  by  specialty,  who  are 
mere  volunteers,  are  not  entitled 
to  compete  with  creditors  on  sim- 
ple contract  for  valuable  con- 
sideration, but  as  against  the 
devisees  of  the  debtor  have  a  right 
to  stand  in  the  place  of  mortgagees 
who  have  exhausted  the  fund  pro- 
vided by  the  testator  for  the 
payment  of  debts.  Lomas  v. 
Wrigki.  Page  769 

2.  A  testator  directed  estates  to  be 
sold,  and  the  produce  to  be  ap- 
plied in  payment  of  the  mortgages 
due  from  him,  and  the  residue  of 
the  produce  to  be  considered  and 
applied  as  part  of  the  residue  of 
his  personal  estate  ;  and  he  gave 
and  devised  the  residue  of  his  real 
and  personal  estate  upon  trust, 
after  payment  of  his  just  debts, 
for  the  benefit  of  all  his  children ; 
and  the  testator  afterwards,  by  a 
codicil,  confined  the  residuary 
gifl  of  the  produce  of  the  estates 
directed  to  be  sold  to  his  younger 
children:  Held,  first,  that  the 
devisees  of  the  produce  of  the 
real  estate  directed  to  be  sold 
were  entitled  to  have  the  personal 
estate  applied  in  payment  of  the 
mortgages ;  secondly,  that  pecu- 
niary legatees  were  entitled  to 
stand  in  the  place  of  the  mortga- 
gees, against  the  estates  so  devised, 
to  the  extent  to  which  the  mort- 
gages had  been  paid  out  of  the  per- 
sonal estate;  and,  thifdly,  that  such 

313  pecuniary 
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pecuniary  legatees  were  not  en- 
titled to  stand  in  the  place  of  a 
vendor  to  the  testator,  part  of 
whose  purchase-money  remained 
unpaid  at  the  testator's  death»  to 
the  extent  to  which  his  lien  upon 
the  estote  sold  had  heen  satisfied 
out  of  the  personal  estate.  Wythe 
▼•  Henniker.  Fag^  655 

MISCONDUCT  OF  OFFICER. 
If  the  misconduct  of  an  officer 
of  the  Court,  in  executing  iu 
orders,  becomes  the  subject  of 
civii  proceedings  before  another 
tribunal,  the  Court,  in  its  disere* 
tion,  may  either  itself  take  cogni- 
sance of  the  complaint,  or  may 
leave  the  matter  to  be  dealt 
with  upon  such  proceedings;  but 
wherever  the  title  to  redress 
against  such  officer  is  founded 
on  a  denial  of  his  authority,  or 
on  an  alleged  defect  in  the 
order  which  he  has  executed, 
the  Court  (which  alone  is  com- 
petent to  decide  upon  the  validity 
of  its  own  orders)  is  bound  to 
interpose  by  injunction,  and  as- 
sume exclusive  jurisdiction  over 
the  matter  of  complaint.  Asion 
V.  Heron.  S90 

MISREPRESENTATION. 

The  plaititiff  acting  as  solicitor  of 
a  banking  firm,  in  order  to  pre- 
vent the  taking  out  of  circulation 
notes  issued  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator,  who  was  at  the  head  of 
the  banking  concern,  induced  the 
mother  and  guardian  of  the  testa- 
tor's heir  to  forego  proceedings  f 


to  compel  the  application  of  the 
primary  funds  to  the  payment  of 
the  testator's  debts  in  exoneration 
of  certain  descended  estate,  by 
representing  that   such  proceed- 
ings were  wholly  unnecessary,  snd 
that  the  property  primarily  liable 
was  abundantly  sufficient  for  the 
payment  of  the  testator's  debts. 
The  plaintiff  afterwards  filed  a 
creditor's  bill  against  J.  W.y  the 
executor  and  devisee  of  the  tes- 
tator, and  against  the  heir,  and 
upon  the  bankruptcy  of  J.  fF., 
his  assignees  were  brought  before 
the  Court  by  a  supplemental  bill : 
Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled   to    the    common    decree 
against  the  personal  and  devised 
real  estate  of  the  tesUtor ;  but  the 
bill,  as  against  the  heir,  was  dis- 
missed   with    costs.      Jone$   v. 
Water$.  Page  610 

MORTGAGE. 

1.  Where  an  equitable  security  is 
given  by  the  deposit  of  deeds,  the 
plaintiff  on  a  bill  brought  to  give 
effect  to  his  security  is  entitled 
to  a  decree  for  a  sale.  Pain  v. 
Smith.  417 

2.  In  the  decree  upon  a  bill  by  a 
an  equitable  mortagee,  the  equit- 
able mortgagor  will  be  allowed 
six  months  to  redeem  the  de- 
posited deeds.     Parker  v.  House- 

feld.  419 

MOTIONS  .OF  COURSE. 
See  Orders,  New. 

NE  EXEAT  REGNO. 
Where  a  covenant  in  an  agreement 
for  a  lease  was   broken,  and  a 
verdict 
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yerdict  obtained  for  15061.  as  da- 
mages for  the  breach,  but  the 
plaintiff  in  the  action  died  before 
the  judgment  was  perfected,  so 
that  the  damages  were  lost  at 
law,  the  Court,  on  a  bill  by  his 
representatives  for  specific  per- 
formance of  the  agreement,  re- 
fused a  writ  of  He  exeat  regno  for 
the  amount.  Jenkins  v.  Parkin- 
son. Page  5 

NET  PROFIT. 
The  vendor  of  a  trading  concern 
guaranteed  the  net  profit  of  the 
business  sold,  and  of  another  bu- 
Biness  in  which  the  purchasers 
were  also  engaged,  at  a  certain 
specified  sum:  Held,  that  this 
guarantee  applied  to  the  profits 
made  by  the  two  concerns,  after 
deducting  the  interest  allowed  on 
the  amount  of  further  capital  ad- 
vanced by  the  purchasers  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  on  the  con- 
cerns.    Kirkhy  V*  Wright.       131 

NEW  TRIAL. 
Where  the  Judge  who  tried  the 
issue  stated  that  he  was  not  dis- 
satisfied with  the  verdict,  though 
he  should  have  found  otherwise 
had  he  been  himself  upon  the 
jury,  the  Court  would  not  direct 
a  new  trial  of  the  issue,  if  the 
application  for  a  new  trial  rested 
solely  upon  the  ground  that  the 
verdict  was  against  the  weight  of 
evidence. 

At  the  trial  of  an  issue  on  a 
question  of  legitimacy,  a  witness 
was  called  to  prove  a  fact,  show- 
ing that  there  might  have  been 


access  between  a  husband  and 
wife  at  a  particular  place  and 
time.  This  witness  had  not  been 
examined  In  a  suit  in  the  eccle- 
siastical court,  to  which  the  mother 
of  the  child  whose  legitimacy  was 
disputed  was  a  p&rty,  and  in 
ndiich  his  evidence  would  have 
been  material  to  her ;  nbr  was  my 
attempt  made  by  her  in  that  suit 
to  establish  the  case  of  access, 
which  his  testimony  went  to  make 
out.  The  testimony  of  this  wit- 
ness was  a  isurprise  upon  the  party 
against  whom  it  was  produced; 
and  its  accuracy  being  impeached 
by  affidavits,  the  Court  directed  a 
new  trial  of  the  is^iie.  Gibbs  v. 
Hooper.  Page  853 

NEXT  FRIEND. 
See  Invant,  2. 

NEXT  OF  KIN. 

U  Where  the  next  of  kin  of  a  de- 
ceased lunatic  was  of  unsound 
mind,  though  not  so  found  by 
inquisition,  a  transfer  of  the  lu- 
natic's personal  estate  was  di- 
rected to  be  made  to  the  person 
to  whom  administration  durante 
animi  vitio  of  such  next  of  kin 
had  been  granted,  agreeably  to 
the  practice  of  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court.     Exparte  Evelyn.  3 

2.  Where,  on  the  failure  of  a  par- 
ticular  gift  to  one  for  life,  with 
remainders  over,  the  next  limit- 
ation in  the  deed  was  to  the 
settlor,  or  such  persons  as  he 
should  appoint,  and  in  default  of 
appointment,  to  such  person  or 
persons  as  should  at  the  time  of 
3  I  4  his 
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his  death  be  his  next  of  kin ;  and 
the  seulor  died  before  the  tenant 
for  life,  without  having  made  any 
appointment;  the  tenant  for  life, 
who  was  one  of  the  settlor's  next 
of  kin,  was  held  not  to  be  ex- 
cluded from  the  benefit  annexed 
to  that  character.  Elmsk^  v. 
Voting*  Page  82 

Affirmed  on  appeal.  780 

S.  The  words  <<  next  of  kin,"  used 
sinyJicUer,  and  without  explan- 
atory context,  must  be  taken  to 
mean  next  of  kin  according  to  the 
statute  of  distributions.  Elnuley 
y.  Young.  82 

Reversed  on  appeal ;  and  held 
that  "  next  of  kin,"  used  sim- 
plicUert  must  be  taken  to  mean 
*•  nearest  of  kin."  780 

4.  A  testator  gave  his*  personal  es- 
tate to  trustees,  upon  trust  to 
convert  into  money,  and  invest 
the  same,  and  to  pay  the  interest 
to  his  mother  for  her  life;  and 
after  the  decease  of  his  mother, 
he  gave  all  his  estate  and  effects 
to  such  person  or  persons  as  she 
should  by  her  will  direct  and  ap- 
point ;  and  in  case  his  said  mother 
should  die  without  a  will,  then  to 
such  person  or  persons  as  would 
be  entitled  to  the  same  by  virtue 
of  the  statute  of  distributions. 
The  mother  survived  the  testator, 
and  died  intestate :  Held,  that  the 
testator's  next  of  kin  at  the  death 
of  the  mother  were  entitled  to 
the  bequest.  Briden  v.  Hewlett.  90 

•ORDERS,  NEW. 
1.  A  party  may  take  exceptions  to 
the  Master's  report  of  imperti- 
nence at  any  time  before  the  im- 


pertinent matter  is  actuaUy  ex- 
punged ;  and  the  practice  in  this 
respect  ia  not  altered  by  the 
twenty.second  of  the  last  aew 
orders,  which  provides  that  im« 
pertinent  noatter  shall  not  be  ex- 
punged until  the  expiratioQ  of 
four  days  from  the  filing  of  the 
report,  **  in  order  that  the  sd- 
verse  party  may  have  aa  oppor- 
tunity of  filing  exceptions  to  such 
report."  Evohs  v.  Owetu  Page  82 

2.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  to 
make  orders  upon  motbos  of 
course  is  not  taken  away  by  the 
operation  of  the  3  &  4  IF.  4.  «.94. 
u.  13.  and  14.  aiul  the  new  onden 
founded  thereupon.  Cmllingmorth 
V.  Grundy.  359 

S.  The  twenty-first  of  the  IsaC  new 
orders  does  not  aher  the  iormet 
practice  in  respect  oi  the  third 
application  for  time,  where  the 
Master  gives  no  special  diieatioD. 
Judd  V.  Wurtnmiy.  M 

PARTIES. 
A.^  one  of  the  executors  of  the  will 
of  5.,  who  died  in  India,  proved 
the  will,  and  possessed  the  tes- 
tator's assets  in /WiVx.  The  widow 
and  executrix  of  A.  proved  her 
husband's  will,  and  possessed  his 
asseto  in  India;  and  having  after- 
wards come  to  England^  she  wss 
made  a  party  to  a  suit  for  the 
administration  of  B.'^  estate: 
Held,  that  it  was  not  necessary 
that  an  administrator  of  X's  esUtc 
in  England  should  be  also  a  ^J 
to  this  suit.   Anderson  v.  Caunter- 

763 


See  CoPTHOLD,  S. 
Pleading,  1* 
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PARTNERSHIP. 
L  The  lunacy  of  a  partner  is  not  ipso 
Jacto  a  dissolution  of  the  partner- 
ship)  but  18  a  ground  for  the  dis- 
solution, if  the  other  partner  or 
partners  come  to  the  Court  for  a 
decpee  of  dissolution  on  the  ground 
of  such  lunacy. 

One  of  two  partners  having 
continued  the  partnership  busi- 
ness for  some  time  after  the  lu* 
nacy  of  the  other,  and  having  then 
sold  the  business,  the  represent- 
ative of  the  deceased  lunatic  part- 
ner was  held  to  be  entitled  to  his 
chare  of  the  partnership  profits 
up  to  the  period  of  sale.  Jones 
y.No^  Page  125 

^.  The  Court  will  not  decree  a  dis- 
solution of  partnership,  unless  it 
be  shown  that  the  defendant  has 
substantially  failed  in  the  per- 
formance of  his  part  of  the  part- 
nership agreement;  it  is  not  the 
office  of  a  court  of  equity  to  enter 
into  the  consideration  of  mere 
partnerslitp  squabbles.  Wrai^  v. 
Hutchinson,  235 


PEER. 

Service  of  a  snbptena  to  appear, 
and  of  an  order  for  a  sequestration 
Tsisi^  upon  a  peer,  at  a  time  when 
he  was  beyond  the  jurisdiction, 
by  leaving  them  at  the  peer's 
town  residence,  held,  under  the 
circumstances,  to  be  good  service. 
Thomas  v.  Earl  of  Jersey,       398 

See  Costs,  5. 


PLEA. 

A  plea,  that  the  title  of  the  plain- 
tiff accrued  in  1759,  and  that  the 
possession  of  the  estates  had  been, 
ever  since,  adverse  to  the  plain- 
tiff and  to  the  persons  through 
whom  he  claimed,  was  over-ruled, 
because  it  did  not  state  the  par- 
ticular facts  on  which  the  plain- 
tiff meant  to  rely,  as  constituting 
the  adverse  possession  ;  and,  there- 
fore, the  plaintiff  could  not  know 
what  case  he  had  to  meet. 

A  plea  of  adverse' possession  to 
a  bill  charging  that  the  defendant 
has  in  his  custody  docurtients 
showing  the  plaintiff's  title,  musi 
be  accompanied  by  an  answer  de- 
nying that  charge.  Hardman  v. 
EUames,  Pige  732 

PLEADING. 

1.  A  man  already  married,  perform- 
ed the  ceremony  of  marriage  with 
G.  W,y  and  joined  with  her  in 
executing  an  assignment  of  her 
life  interest  in  a  trust  fund  to  a 
purchaser.  The  fraud  practised 
upon  G,  W,  by  the  person  acting 
in  the  character  of  her  husband 
did  not  affect  the  validity  of  the 
asslignment,  nor  was  it  necessary 
to  make  the  supposed  husband  a 
party  to  a  suit  instituted  by  the 
purchaser  to  obtain  the  benefit  of 
the  assignment.     Sturge  V.  Starr, 

195 

2,  A  plaintiff  may  by  amended  bill 
introduce  new  matter  which  oc- 
curred prior  to  filing  the  original 
bill,  in  order  to  fortify  his  case ; 
but    he    cannot    introduce    hew 

matter 
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matter  which  occurred  subse- 
quently to  the  filing  of  the  origi- 
nal bill,  without  a  supplemental 
bill ;  and  the  defendant  having  in 
his  answer  to  the  amended  bill 
stated  this  objection  to  the  new 
matter,  and  insisted  upon  the  same 
advantage  as  if  he  had  demurred 
or  pleaded  thereto,  and  the  plain- 
tiff not  being  able  to  support  his 
case  upon  the  evidence  which  re* 
ferred  to  the  allegations  of  the 
original  bill>  the  bill  was  dismissed 
with  costs.  Wrai^  v.  Huichinson, 
;Page  2S5 
S.  Where  a  bill  contains  scandalous 
imputations  on  the  character  of 
the  defendant,  the  defendant  will 
not  subject  himself  to  the  pay- 
ment of  costs  by  answering  such 
imputationsi  although  he  objects 
at  the  same  time  to  the  introduc- 
tion of  the  matters  so  answered  on 
the  ground  of  irregularity  in  point 
of  pleading.  Wray  v.  Hutchinson. 

4.  In  a  bill  filed  by  the  settlor  for 
the  purpose  of  setting  aside  the 
settlement,  the  mortgagee  of  her 
interest  under  the  settlement  join- 
ed as  a  co-plaintiff.  He  can  ob- 
tain no  relief  in  such  a  suit.  BUI 
v.  Cureton.  SOS 

5.  If  a  defendant  in  his  answer  states 
the  effect  of  documents  admitted 

*  to  be  in  his  possession,  but  for  his 
greater  certainty  craves  leave  to 
refer  to  the  documents  themselves 
when  produced,  tlie  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  an  order  for  their  pro- 
duction, although  the  answer  posi- 
tively swears  that  they  form  part 
of  the  defendant's  title,  and  in  no 


way  assist  or  make  out  the  title 
of  the  plainUff.  Hardman  t.  El- 
tames.  __  Fsge  7S2 

6.  A.f  one  of  the  executors  of  the 
will  of  B.f  who  died  in  India^  proved 
the  will,  and  possessed  the  tes- 
tator's assets  in  India.  The  widow 
and  executrix  of  A.  prored  her 
husband's  will,  and  possessed  his 
assets  in  India  ;  and  having  after- 
wards come  to  Engkmdf  she  was 
made  a  party  to  a  suit  for  the  ad- 
ministration of  B.'s  estate :  Held, 
that  it  was  not  necessary  that  an 
administrator  of  A^%  estate  in 
England  should  be  also  a  party  to 
this  suit.    Anderson  r*  Caunier. 

7GS 
See  Costs,  6,  7. 

POWER. 
A  testator  bequeathed  2000{.  cooMoh 
to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  pay  the 
interest  to  his  daughter  <S.,  to  her 
separate  use,  during  her  life ;  the 
principal  to  go  to  her  heirs,  or 
any  other  she  might  choose  to 
will  it  to.  S.  married,  and,  by  a 
deed  in  the  Scotch  form,  and  exe- 
cuted in  Scotland^  reciting  the  will, 
she  granted  and  assigned  the 
2000^.  consols,  from  and  after  her 
decease,  to  and  in  favour  of  her 
husband  and  his  son  by  a  former 
marriage :  Held,  that  the  words 
«  to  will  it,"  meant  to  dispose  of 
it  by  will,  and  that  the  disposition 
of  the  fund  by  the  deed  in  the 
Scotch  form  was  not  a  valid  exe- 
cution of  the  power.  Paul  t. 
Hexjoetson.  4-34 

See  With,  SO. 
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PRACTICE. 

1.  The  acts  of  2  &  3  fT.  4.  c.  33.  and 
4  &  5  ^.  4.  c.  82.  for  effectuating 
the  serfice  of  process  issuing 
from  the  Courts  of  Chancery  and 
Exchequer,  extend  to  Scotland. 
Cameron  v.  Cameron.     Page  289 

3.  Special  injunction  granted,  under 
the  circumstances,  to  stay  process 
of  outlawry,  and  all  further  pro- 
ceedings at  law  against  the  plain- 
tiff in  equity,  the  Court  requiring 
the  plaintiff  in  equity  to  give  judg- 
ment in  the  action,  with  stay  of 
execution,  to  be  dealt  with  as  the 
Court  should  thereafter  direct. 
Drummond  ▼.  Pigou.  168 

4.  It  is  consistent  with  the  practice 
of  the  Court  (^ough  such  prac- 
tice is  inconvenient  and  may  re- 
quire to  be  amended  by  a  general 
order)  that  an  ex  parte  order,  ob- 
tained upon  petition  at  the  Rolls, 
may  be  discharged  upon  motion 
before  the  Lord  Chancellor.  East- 
Ufoody.  Glenton,  280 

5.  An  order  made  as  of  course,  upon 
petition  at  the  Rolls,  may,  if  irre- 
gularly or  improperly  obtained,  be 
discharged  upon  motion  before 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

An  order  for  the  taxation  of  an 
agent's  bill  cannot  be  obtained  as 
of  course  by  a  solicitor ;  nor  can 
the  rule  for  bringing  the  amount 
of  the  agent's  bill  into  Court,  upon 
such  application,  be  dispensed 
with  except  under  special  circum- 
stances,   Lee$  V.  NuttalL        284 


6.  The  sheriff's  return  of  a  caption 
and  rescue  is  a  sufficient  ground, 
without  affidavit,  for  an  absolute 
order  of  commitment  for  con- 
tempt. 

Where  a  party  previously  in 
contempt  for  disobeying  an  order, 
is  taken  into  custody  and  com- 
mitted to  the  Fleet  for  a  contempt 
in  effecting  a  rescue,  the  custody 
shall  be  held  to  apply  to  both  the 
contempts,  and  both  must  be 
cleared  before  the  party  can  be 
discharged ;  and  subsequent  orders 
up  to  a  sequestration,  proceeding 
upon  such  commitment,  are  not 
vitiated  because  they  refer  to  the 
original  contempt  only.  Black- 
toell  V.  Tailow.  Page  321 

7.  The  Court  will  not  order  the  ser- 
jeant-atnarms  upon  a  return  of  non 
est  inventus  upon  any  other  affi- 
davit than  that  of  the  solicitor  or 
his  town  agent,  stating  that  due 
diligence  has  been  used  in  endea- 
vouring to  apprehend  the  de- 
fendant, as  required  by  1  fr.4. 
c.  36. «.  1  •  The  affidavit  of  the  town 
agent,  showing  that  he  issued  the 
writ,  and  of  the  sheriff's  officer, 
shewing  the  steps  taken  by  him 
to  apprehend  the  defendant,  and 
the  manner  in  which  his  endea- 
vours were  eluded,  will  not  be 
sufficient.    Fugh  v.  Pugh.      358 

8.  If  after  replication  filed,  the  plain- 
tiff has  on  special  leave  amended 
his  bill  in  auch  a  manner  as  to 
call  for  an  answer,  he  may  after- 
wards  obtain,  as  of  course,  a  fur- 
ther order  to  amend  at  any  time 
before  the  answer  to  the  amended 
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bill  18  put  upon  the  file.     Wharton 
V.  Swann.  P^ge  362 

9.  Service  of  a  suhpcena  to  appear, 
and  of  an  order  for  a  sequestra- 
tion nisi,  upon  a  peer,  at  a  time 
when  he  was  beyond  the  jurisdic- 
tion,  by  leaving  them  at  the  peer's 
town  residence,  held  under  the 
circumstances  to  be  good  service. 
Thomas  v.  Earl  of  Jersey.       S98 

10.  Where  an  answer  was  reported 
insufficient,  and  the  plaintiff  ob- 
tained the  common  injunction, 
and  also  an  order  for  liberty  to 
amend,  and  that  the  defendant 
should  answer  the  exceptions  and 
amendments  at  the  same  time,  a 
motion  for  the  extension  of  the 
injunction  to  stay  trial  was  re- 
fused.    MeUor  v.  Cressivell.    616 

11.  An  action  brought  after  a  de- 
cree, upon  the  subject-matter  re- 
ferred to  the  Master,  and  pending 
the  proceedings  in  his  office,  will 
be  restrained  upon  motion,  by 
special  injunction ;  and  if  a  sup- 
plemental bill  be  filed,  praying 
such  injunction,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  obtain  in  the  first  instance  the 
common  injunction.  Frank  v. 
Basnett.  618 

12.  The  answer  of  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor to  a  petition  of  appeal  re- 
lates lo  the  day  on  which  the  pe- 
tition was  presented. 

Where,  therefore,  a  petition 
of  appeal  was  presented  within 
twenty-eight  days  after  notice  had 
been  given  of  a  docket  of  the  de- 

'  cree  having  been  presented  for 
signature,  and,  the  Lord   Chan- 

'  cellor  being  in  Scotland,  the  pe- 
tition was  not  answered  until  after 


the  expiration  of  the  tweoty-ei^lit 

days,  the  enrolment  of  the  decree 

was  vacated.    Richards  t.  Wood. 

Page  621 

See  Exceptions,  1,  2. 

Orders,  New. 

PRODUCTION  OF  BOOKS  ANI> 
PAPERS. 

1.  Motion  for  the  production  of  cor- 
respondence, referred  to  in  the 
answer,  between  the  solicitor  of 
the  defendants  and  a  person  oot 
a  party  to  the  suit,  refused.  Cur- 
ling  V.  Prrring.  sgQ 

2.  If  a  defendant  in  his  answer  states 
the  effect  of  documents  admitted, 
to  be  in  his  possession,  but  for  fais 
greater  certainty  craves  leave  to 
refer  to  the  documents  themselves 
when  produced,  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  an  order  for  their  pro- 
duction, although  the  answer  posi- 
tively swears  that  they  form  part 
of  the  defendant's  title,  and  in  no 
way  assist  or  make  out  the  title  of 
the  plaintiff.  Hardman  t.  EUames. 

732 


REDEMPTION. 
See  Land  Tax. 

MORTGAGJ?,  2. 

RENEWALS. 
1.  Where  a  testator  provides  a  fund 
for  the  payment  of  fines  on  ad- 
mission to  copyholds,  or  on  re- 
newals of  leases,  the  manner  of 
raising  the  fines,  and  the  question 
of  contribution  between  the  tenant 

for 


INDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


84f9 


for  life  and  the  remainder-man, 
must  depend  upon  the  intention 
of  the  testator,  to  be  collected 
from  the  whole  will.  Planters  v. 
AhbiM.  Page  97 

2.  Where  the  first  trust  of  lease- 
hold property  held  for  lives  and 
years  is  to  pay  the  fines  on  re- 
newals out  of  the  rents  and  profits, 
and  the  next  trust  is  for  the  bene- 
fit of  those  who  in  strict  settle- 
ment take  freehold  and  copyhold 
property  under  the  same  will,  the 
expences  of  renewal  are  incidental 
to  the  leasehold  property,  and  fall 
upon  those  who  from  time  to  time 
are  entitled  to  the  possession  of 
it  under  the  will.  The  Earl  of 
Shaftesbury  ▼.  The  Duke  of 
Marlborough.  Ill 

3.  A  testator  devised  a  freehold 
estate  to  A.  for  life» .  with  re- 
mainder to  his  first  and  other  sons 
in  tail  male ;  and  he  directed  that 
a  church  lease  which  he  held  for 
a  term  of  twenty-one  years,  re- 
newable every  seventh  year,  should 
be  regularly  renewed  by  the  per- 
sons successively  possessing  the 
freehold  estate  under  his  will, 
and  be  enjoyed  together  with  the 
same.  A.  omitted  to  renew  in 
proper  time,  and  the  lease  expired 
in  1798.  A,^B  eldest  son  came  of 
age  in  1800,  and  thereupon  joined 
with  his  father  in  suffering  a  re- 
covery of  the  freehold  estate.  A. 
died  in  1830,  and  in  1831  the  son 
filed  his  bill,  praying  compensa- 
tion for  the  loss  of  the  lease  out 
of  his  father's  assets :  Held»  that 
there  was  no  such  laches  or  ac- 
quiescence on  the  part  of   the 


plaintiff  as  to  debar  him  of  his 
equitable  remedy.  Bennett  v. 
Colley.  Page  225 

RESIDUARY  LEGATEE. 
See  Will,  19. 

RETAINER. 
Under  the  common  decree  against 
an  administrator,  directing  his  in- 
testate's assets  to  be  applied  in  a 
due  course  of  administration,  the 
Master  is  not  entitled  to  go  into  the 
consideration  of  transactions  be- 
tween the  administrator  and  the 
other  creditors  which  might  affect 
the  administrator's  right  of  retainer 
for  a  debt  due  to  himself.  Spicer 
V.  James*  387 

See  Counsel. 

REVERSION. 

See  Expectant  Heir. 

REVOCATION. 

See  Voluntary  Deed,  2,  3, 4. 
Will. 


SCANDAL. 

Where  a  bill  contains  scandalous 
imputations  on  the  character  of 
the  defendant,  the  defendant  will 
not  subject  himself  to  the  pay- 
ment of  costs  by  answering  such 
imputations,  although  he  objects 
at  the  same  time  to  the  introduc- 
tion of  the  matters  to  answered 
on  the  ground  of  irregularity  in 
point  of  pleading.  Wray  ▼. 
Hutchinson.  235 

SECURITY  FOR  COSTS.    ; 
See  Costs,  5,  6,  7. 

SE- 
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SEPARATE  ESTATE. 

1.  It  was  stipulated  in  marriage  ar- 
ticles, that  monies  in  the  fundsythe 
property  of  the  intended  wifey 
should  be  for  her  sole  and  sepa- 
rate use,  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses, as  if  she  were  sole  and 
unmarried :  Held,  upon  the  death 
of  the  wife  without  issue  and  with- 
out having  made  any  appointment 
of  the  property,  that  the  husband 
was  entitled  to  it  as  her  adminis- 
trator, and  not  her  next  of  kin. 
Proudley  v.  Fielder.         Page  57 

2«  A  testatrix  gave  the  interest  of 
her  residuary  property  to  her  two 
grand-daughters,  who  were  both 
unmarried  at  the  date  of  the  will ; 
and  she  directed  that  the  interest 
should  be  for  and  under  their  sole 
control,  the  principal  to  be  equally 
divided  for  the  use  of  their  sur- 
viving issue,  and  that  M.  W*^ 
their  mother,  should  have  no  con- 
trol whatever  over  it.  One  of  the 
grand-daughters,  J5.  W.^  married 
after  the  death  of  the  testatrix, 
and  her  husband  became  insolvent : 
Held,  that  the  words  of  the  will 
did  not  indicate  an  intention  to 
exclude  the  marital  control,  and 
that  the  legacy  to  E.  fT.  passed  to 
her  insolvent  husband's  assignee. 
Senibkf  that,  if  the  words  had 
indicated  an  intention  to  give  the 
interest  of  the  property  to  the 
separate  use  of  the  grand-daugh- 
ters, the  legacy  would  still  have 
passed  to  the  assignee  of  the  in- 
solvent husband ;  for  a  gift  to  the 
separate  use  of  an  unmarried  wo- 
man will  not  restrict  her  right  of 


disposing,  in  any  manner,  of  the 
property  ^ven,  and  consequeodj 
of  giving  it,  if  site  think  fit,  bj  the 
act  of  marriage,  to  her  ho^and. 
Mauey  v.  Parker,  Plage  17* 

3.  By  the  marriage  settlement  of  a 
widow,  her  property  was  assigned 
to  two  trustees,  upon  trust  toio« 
vest  and  pay  the  diridends  to  her 
for  her  life  for  her  own  sole  and 
separate  use ;  and  after  her  de- 
cease, upon  trust  \o  pay  the  fund 
to  her  daughter  by  her  first  hus- 
band,   "for   her   own    use  and 
benefit."  The  daughter's  husband, 
F.  H^  who  was  one  of  the  trostees 
of  the  settlement,  became  bank- 
rupt :  Held,  that,  on  the  death  d 
the  tenant  for  life,  the  assignee  of 
F.  if.  was  entitled  to  the  fimd^ 
subject  to  the  wife's  equity  for  a 
settlement.     Kensington  v.  DA- 
land,  18* 

4.  A  testatrix  gave  a  legacj  to  a 
female  for  life ;  and,  in  case  she 
married,  then  to  be  for  her  iolc 
and  separate'  use,  without  pove' 
of  anticipation.  A  grant  of  an 
annuity  charged  on  this  legacy, 
and  made  before  marriage,  can- 
not prevail  against  the  legatee 
after  marriage.    Brovm  v.  Pocodi* 

189 

5.  A  testator  bequeathed  leasdoU 
property  to  his  daughter  for  her 
own  and  sole  use,  free  of  control 
of  any  present  husband,  or  boJ 
husband  to  come.  The  daughter 
was  unmarried  at  the  date  of  the 
will,  and  at  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator. She  married  without  « 
settlement;  and,  having  shortly 
afterwards    separated   from  1*^ 
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husband,  she  filed  a  bill  against 
him,  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  the 
leasehold  property  bequeathed  to 
her  separate  use :  Held,  that  she 
was  so  entitled ;  and  a  conveyance 
to  the  plaintiff,  to  her  sole  and 
separate  use,  was  directed  ac- 
cordingly. Andgrson  Y.  Anderson, 
Page  427 

SERJEANT  AT  ARMS. 
See  Practicb,  6,  7- 

SETTLEMENT. 

1.  Where,  on  the  failure  of  a  par- 
ticular gift  to  one  for  life,  with 
remainders  over,  the  next  limit- 
ation in  the  deed  was  to  the 
settlor,  or  such  persons  as  he 
should  appoint,  and  in  default  of 
appointment,  to  such  person  or 
persons  as  should  at  the  time  of 
his  death  be  his  next  of  kin ;  and 
the  settlor  died  before  the  tenant 
for  life,  without  having  made 
any  appointment ;  the  tenant  for 
life,  who  was  one  of  the  settlor's 
next  of  kin,  was  held  not  to  be 
excluded  from  the  benefit  an- 
nexed to  that  character*  Elmdey 
V.  Youngf  82.  780. 

^.  A  man  unmarried  cannot  recal 
a  voluntary  trust  deed,  which  be 
executes  for  the  benefit  of  future 
children ;  nor  can  he  relieve  him- 
self from  a  provision  in  the  con- 
veyance to  the  trustee,  under 
which  the  income  of  the  trust 
property  is  to  be  paid  to  him  at 
the  discretion  of  a  third  person. 
Petre  v.  Espinasse.  496 

8.  A  single  woman,  not  immediately 
contemplating  marriage,  transfers 


a  sum  of  stock,  to  which  she  was 
id)8olutely  entitled,  to  trustees, 
upon  trust  to  pay  the  dividends 
to  her  until  she  should  marry; 
and  after  her  marriage,  uppn  trust 
to  pay  the  dividends  to  her  sepa- 
rate use  for  her  life ;  and  after  her 
decease  to  pay  the  same  to  her 
husband  for  his  life,  or  until  his 
bankruptcy ;  and  after  his  decease 
or  bankruptcy,  in  trust  for  the 
children  of  the  settlor ;  and  if  no 
child,  for  such  person  or  persona 
as  she  should  by  deed  or  will  ap- 
point ;  and  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment, upon  trust  for  her  next  of 
kin.  The  settlement  is  irre- 
vocable. Bill  V.  Cureton.  Page  503 
4.  Where  a  contract  is  made  be- 
tween persons  domiciled  in  a 
foreign  country,  and  in  a  form 
known  to  the  law  of  that  country, 
the  Court,  in  administering  the 
rights  of  parties  under  it,  will  give 
it  the  same  construction  and  ef- 
fect as  the  foreign  law  would  have 
given  to  it. 

If,  therefore,  a  domiciled  Scotch" 
man  would  be  held  entitled,  in 
Scotland^  by  virtue  of  a  marriage 
contract  executed  there,  and  in 
the  Scotch  form,  to  receive  what- 
ever property  accrued  during  co- 
verture to  his  wife,  this  Court  will 
enforce  his  right,  as  against  any 
such  property  coming  within  its 
jurisdiction,  and  will  not  raise  an 
equity  for  a  settlement  in  favour 
of  the  wife,  in  opposition  to  the 
provisions  of  the  contract.  An* 
struther  v.  Adair*  513 

SEVER- 
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SEVERANCE  OF  JOINT- 
TENANCY. 

A  letter  from  A.  to  B.j  in  which  A. 
engages  to  secure  to  B.'s  familyy 
in  any  way  B.  may  desire  by  his 
will,  a  moiety  of  a  fund,  in  which 
A*  and  B,  are  interested  as  joint- 
tenants,  is  a  severance  of  the 
joint-tenancy.  Gould  v.  Kemp. 
Page  304 

SOLICITOR. 

1.  A  solicitor  ought  to  have  a  spe- 
cial authority  from  his  clietit  for 
instituting  a  suit,  but  such  au- 
thority need  not  be  in  writing. 
Lord  V.  Kellett.  I 

2.  A  solicitor  may  practise  in  the 
name  of  an  attorney  as  his  agent 
in  the  courts  of  law ;  but  an  at- 
tomey-at-law  cannot  practise  in 
the  name  of  a  solicitor  as  his 
agent  in  the  courts  of  equity. 
Hockley  v.  Baniock,  437 

See  Agent. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

1.  Where  a  covenant  in  an  agree- 
ment for  a  lease  was  broken,  and 
a  verdict  obtained  for  1500/.  as 
damages  for  the  breach,  but  the 
plaintiff  in  the  action  died  before 
the  judgment  was  perfected,  so 
that  the  damages  were  lost  at 
law»  the  Court,  on  a  bill  by  his 
representatives  for  specific  per- 
formance of  the  agreement,  re- 
fused a  writ  of  «e  exeat  regno  for 
the  amount.    Jenkins  v.  Parkin- 

,     9on.  5 


2.  By  a  written  agreement  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant, 
the  plaintiff  agreed  to  sell,  and 
the  defendant  agreed  to  purchase, 
upon  the  terms  stated^  a  certsin 
property  called  the  Leigh  estate; 
and  by  the  same  agreement  the 
defendant  agreed  to  sell,  and  the 
plaintiff  agreed  to  purchase  an- 
other estate,  called  the  Haretfold 
estate ;  and  it  was  not  expressed 
that  the  two  contracts  were  to  be 
dependent  on  each  other.  Tlie 
defendant  was  eventually  unable 
to  make  a  good  title  to  the  Mures- 
Jield  estate :  Held,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  a  specific  per- 
formance of  the  contract  as  t» 
the  Leigh  estate. 

Evidence  aliunde  was  not  ad- 
mitted, to  show  that  it  was  i\i^ 
real  intention  of  the  parties  that 
the  agreement  should  take  elSsct 
on  the  basis  of  a  mutual  exchange. 
Croome  v.  Lediard.         Page  ^^ 

8.  Under  special  circumstances  the 
plaintiffs,  who  had  entered  into 
an  agreement  with  the  dcfendanU 
for  a  lease  of  thirty-one  years, 
were  decreed  to  accept  a  legal 
lease  for  twenty-one  years,  and  a 
covenant  for  a  further  term  often 
years,  with  compensation  for  the 
difference  in  pecuniary  vJ"** 
Although  the  bill  was  framed  mth 
a  view  to  a  different  relief,  y^^ 
inasmuch  as  upon  the  whole  ttste- 
ment  of  the  bill  such  appeared  ^<> 
be  the  equity  between  the  ^vi^^ 
the  Court,  in  order  to  prevent 
future  litigation,  made  the  decree 
accordingly,  under  the  prayer  for 
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general  relief.    Hanbury  Y*Litch- 
JiM.  Page  629 

See    Allotment. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

STATUTES,  CONSTRUCTION 
OF. 

1.  7  G.  4.  c.  57.  «.  S2.     Stuckey  v. 
Drewe.  190 

2.  2&3W.4i.  c.  115.     Bradshaw 
V.  ToA^er.     fTw^  v.  ShuUUvcorth. 

220.  684 

S.    2&SWA.   c.  33.     4&5^.4. 

c.  82.     Cameron  v.  Cameron.  289 

4.  1  ^.  4.   c.  65.    «.  17.      /«   /Ae 
matter  of  Evans.  318 

5.  3  &  4  ^.  4.    c.  19.    s.  13  &  14. 
CulUngworih  v.  Grundy,  858 

6.  1  ^.4.  c.  60.     /n  /Ae  matter  of 
the  De  Clifford  estates.  624 

7.  8  &  4  »^.  4.  c.  94.    In  the  mat- 
ter ofAUens  Charities.  627 

STOCK. 

A  hiuband  had,  before  making  his 
will,  transferred  two  sums  of  4 
per  cent,  and  5  per  cent,  stock, 
then  forming  the  whole  of  his 
funded  property,  into  the  joint 
names  of  himself  and  his  wife. 
By  his  will  he  gave  the  rents  of 
his  leasehold  houses  and  the  in- 
terest of  all  his  funded  property 
or  estate  of  whatsoever  kind,  upon 
trust  for  his  wife  for  life,  and, 
afler  her  decease,  upon  trust  to 
pay  divers  legacies  of  4  per  cent, 
stock,  the  aggregate  amount  of 
which  fell  short  by  50/.  only  of 
the  amount  of  stock  of  that  de- 
scription so  formerly  transferred  | 
Vol.  II. 


by  him.  He  afterwards  made 
some  further  purchases  of  5  per 
cent,  stock,  taking  the  transfers 
in  the  joint  names  of  himself  and 
his  wife,  and  died  in  her  lifetime, 
leaving  no  funded  property  ex- 
cept the  4  per  cents,  and  5  per 
cents,  before  mentioned;  exclu- 
sive of  which,  his  assets  were 
wholly  insufficient  to  pay  his  le« 
gacies:  Held,  first,  that  all  the 
sums  of  stock  then  standing  in  the 
joint  names  of  the  husband  and 
wife,  and  whether  transferred  be- 
fore or  after  the  date  of  his  will, 
became,  by  survivorship,  the  ab- 
solute property  of  the  wife ;  sei 
condly,  that  the  will  did  not 
purport  to  dispose  of  the  stock  in 
terms  sufficiently  distinct  and  ex* 
plicit  to  put  the  wife  to  her  elec- 
tion.    Dummer  v.  Pitcher. 

Page  262 

SUBPOENA,  SERVICE  OF. 

1.  The  acts  of  2&  3  FT. 4.  c.SS. 
and  4  &  5  W.  4.  c.  82.,  for  effisct- 
uating  the  service  of  process  is- 
suing from  the  Courts  of  Chancery 
and  Exchequer,  extend  to  Scot' 
land,     Cameron  v.  Cameron.    289 

2.  Service  of  a  subpoena  to  appear, 
and  of  an  order  for  a  sequestration 
nisii  upon  a  peer,  at  a  time  when 
he  was  beyond  the  jurisdiction, 
by  leaving  them  at  the  peer's  town 
residence,  held,  under  the  circum- 
stances, to  be  good  service.  7Ao- 
mas  V.  Earl  of  Jersey.  398 

SUPPLEMENTAL  BILL. 
See  Amendment. 

3  K  SUR- 
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SURVIVOR. 

If  separate  legacies  are  given  to  two 
or  more  persons,  with  a  limitatioo 
over  to  the  survivor  or  survivors 
in  case  of  the  death  of  either 
without  issue,  the  presumption 
primdjucte  is,  that  the  testator 
had  not  in  his  contemplation  an 
indefinite  failure  of  issue. 

Where  pecuniary  legacies  were 
bequeathed  to  several  persons  for 
their  lives,  and  if  any  of  them 
should  clie  without  issue,  their 
proportions  to  be  divided  among 
the  survivors,  the  suras  were  di- 
rected to  be  secured  in  Court, 
and  the  dividends  paid  to  the  le- 
gatees for  their  respective  lives, 
with  liberty  to  any  person  to  ap- 
ply upon  the  death  of  each  le- 
gatee. 

Whether  such  legatees  took  an 
absolute  interest  in  their  respect- 
ive legacies,  subject  to  an  exe- 
cutory bequest  over  in  case  of 
their  death  leaving  no  issue,  or 
whether  they  took  an  interest  for 
life  only,  quare*  Randagh  v.  Ra-- 
nelagh,  P&ge  441 

See  Executor,  2. 
Stock. 


TAXATION. 
Anorder  for  the  taxation  of  an 
agent's  bill  cannot  be  obtained  as 
of  course  by  a  solicitor,  nor  can 
'  the  role  for  bringing  the  amount 
of  the  agent's  bill  into  Courts  upon 
such   applicttion,    be   dispensed 


with  except  under  special  dream- 
stances.  Lees  ▼.  NuUmil.  F^M 

TENANT  FOR  LIFE. 

The  estate  of  a  l«aant  for  life  wis 
charged  with  «  auna  of  25,000^ 
and  interest  from  the  time  that 
the  life  estate  commenced,  and  it 
was  provided    that    the  25fiM< 
should  not  be  raised  until  the  ex- 
piration of  two   years  from  tfce 
commencement  of  the  life  estate. 
The  tenant  for  life  failed  to  keep 
down  the  interest  of  the  25,00tf-» 
and  there  was  raised  on  tbe  eslale 
by  the  trustees  of  tbe  term  cre- 
ated for  the  purpose  of  the  charge 
a  sum  considerably  exoeedhig  the 
25,000/.    The  persons  entitled  in 
remainder  after    the  life  estate, 
have  an  equity  to  recoup  out  of 
the  future  income    whicb  shall 
accrue  to  the  tenant  for  life,  the 
excess  raised  beyond  the  25,000<> ; 
and   the  tenant  for  life  having 
taken  the  beneit  of  th^  fesolveot 
Debtors'  Act,  his  assignees  are 
affected    by   the    same   eqtfity- 
Waring  "^^  Ctmmtry.  ^ 

See  CoxTRiBDTiOK,  Ste. 

Land  Tax. 

Renewals. 

TRADE. 

See  Executor,  4. 

TRtJSTEE,  2. 

TRANSFER  OF  STOCK: 
See  Stock. 

TEPST. 
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TRUST. 
Wdrdfl  of  expectation  in  a  wil],  not. 
.  amoonting    to   recommendation, 
will  not  create  a  trust.    Lechmere 
V.  Le^xfie.  Page  197 

SeelvTAVt,  1. 
Trustee. 

TRUSTEE, 

1.  A  penon  naaed  a  tmttee  in  a 
4eed,  who  declines  to  accept  the 
oflicet  i'  io  the  titualion  of  any 
other  Defendant  against  whom  a 
hill  k  iliamiatedy  and  can  only 
have  bis  costs  as  between  party 
and  partj«    Norway  v.  Norway. 

«78 

Si»  If  a  trustee  mixes  trust  funds 
with  his  private  monies^  and  em- 
ploys both  in  a  trade  or  adventure 
of  his  own,  the  cestui  que  trust 
.  mwff  if  be  prefers  it,  insist  upon 
.having  a  proportionate  share  of 
the.  profits,  instead  of  iaterest  on 
the  amount  of  the  trust  funds  so 
employed.    Docker  v.  8ome$. 

665 

Sr  Where  by  the  terms  of  a  settle- 
nient  it  appears  to  be  the  iatention 
of  the  parties  that  there  should  at 
all  times  be  two  trustees  of  the 
property  comprised  in  the  settle- 
ment, the  appointment  of  a  single 
trustee  in  the  pkoe  of  two  ori- 
ginal trustees,  and  the  transfer  by 
them  of  the  trust  property  to 
such  single  trustee,  is  a  breach  of 
trust,  and  the  origi nsi  trustees  are 
responsible  accordingly.  Hulme 
V.  Hulme*  682 

See  VoiuiiTA&s  Desd^  S. 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

1.  The  vendor  of  a  trading  concern 
guaranteed  the  net  profit  of  the 
business  sold,  and  of  another  bu« 
siness,  in  which  the  purchasers 
were  also  engaged,  at  a  Certain 
specified  sum:  Held,  that  this 
guarantee  applied  to  the  profits 
made  by  the  two  concerns,  after 
deducting  the  interest  allowed  on 
the  amount  of  further  capital  ad- 
vanced by  the  purchasers  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  on  the  con- 
cerns. Kirhhy  v.  WrigJU.  Page  131 

2.  By  the  same  instrument,  the 
plaintiff'  agreed  to  sell  an  estate 
to  the  deH&ndant,  and  the  de- 
fendant agreed  to  sell  another 
estate  to  the  plaintiff.  The  de- 
fendant, being  unable  to  make  a 
good  title  to  his  estate,  resisted 
the  performance  of  his  agreement 
to  purchase  the  plaintiff's  estate, 
on  the  ground  that  the  agreement 
was  intended  to  take  effect  pnly 
on  the  basis  of  a  mutual  exchange, 
and  he  failed  in  that  defence. 

On  a  reference  to  inquire  as  to 
the  plaintiff's  title,  the  Master 
found  that  the  plaintiff  could 
make  a  good  title ;  but  he  did  not 
find  that  he  could  make  such  title 
before  the  filing  of  the  bill,  the 
consideration  of  the  Une  at  whieh 
the  plaintiff*s  title  ooiftld  be  made 
having  been  expressly  excluded, 
at  the  hearing,  from  the  terms  of 
the  reference:  UM^  that  the 
Defendant  was  liable  to  the  costs 
of  investigating  the  title  in  the 
3  K  2  Master's 
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Ma8ter*s  office.     Croome  v.  Le» 
.   diard.  Page  293 

S.  A  purchaser,  who  had  been  three 
years  iu  possession,  and  who  had 
not  paid  the  purchase-money  on 
the  ground  that  a  good  title  had 
not  been  made  out,  was  ordered 
either  to  pay  the  purchase-money 
within  two  months,  or  to  give  up 
possession.       Tindal  v.  Cobham. 

885 
4.  The  Court  will  not  upon  motion 
determine  whether  several  lots, 
forming  part  of  one  estate,  and 
bought  at  the  same  sale  by  one 
purchaser,  are  or  are  not  so  In- 
timately connected  in  use  and 
enjoyment,  that  the  failure  of  title 
as  to  one  will  furnish  a  defence 
against  specific  performance  as  to 
the  rest.  Snch  an  objection  raises 
a  question  of  facts,  which  ought 
either  to  be  put  in  issue  upon  the 
pleadings,  or  be  the  subject  of 
investigation  upon  a  special  re- 
ference to  the  Master.  Casamajor 
r.  Strode.  722 

See  Specific  Performance. 
Will,  24. 

VESTING. 

Bequest  to  a  female  when  and  if  she 
should  attain  twenty-one,  to  her 
sole  and  separate  use ;  and  in  case 
of  her  death,  leaving  children,  her 
share  to  go  to  her  children :  Held, 
to  vest  an  absolute  interest  in  the 
legatee  on  her  attaining  twenty- 
one.     Horrte  v.  Pillans,  15 

VOLUNTARY  DEED. 

1.  A  conveyance  or  payment  made 


to  a  creditor  by  a  perwm  in  in- 
solvent circumsuuu^esy  upon  such 
person's  owb  motioDy  witlunit  any 
pressure  or  threat  €>n  the  part  of 
the  creditor,  or  made  colonnUy 
with  a  view  to  divert  the  property 
from  other  creditors^  or  nsadewkb 
a  view  to  give  a  preference  to  a 
a  particular  creditor,  within  three 
months  before  the  impriBoniBeBt 
of  the  insolvent,  is  a  voiunUny  ooa- 
veyanoe  or  payment  witkki  the 
meaning  of  the  7  G.  4-  c  57-  «•  ^ 
Shxkey  v.  Drewe.  Plage  1«> 

2.  A  man  unmarried  cmnMt  reeaB  a 
voluntary  trust  deed,  which  he 
executes  for  the  benefit  o£  future 
children ;  nor  can  he  relieve  him- 
fielf  from  a  provision  in  the  con* 
veyance  to  the  trustee,  under 
which  the  income  o£  the  trust 
property  is  to  be  paid  to  him  at 
the  discretion  of  a  tlttrd  pefwo* 
Pelre  v.  Espinane.  4^^ 

3.  If  property  be  conveyed  by  a 
debtor  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors,  who  are  neither  parties 
nor  privy  to  the  deed,  the  deed 
merely  operates  as  a  po^er  to  rte 
trustees  to  apply  the  property  in 
payment  of  debts,  and  sacb  power 
is  revocable  by  the  debtor. 

Q^4Bre,  Whether  a  c^ramm- 
cation  by  the  trustees  to  the  cre- 
ditors of  the  fact  of  such  a  «""* 
will  not  deibat  the  power  Df  «- 
vocation  by  the  debtoi^?  Af^ 
V.  Woodgate.  ^ 

4.  A  single  woman,  not  imraedial«ly 
contemplating  marriage,  transfers 
a  sum  of  stock,  to  which  she  wss 
absolutely  entitled,   to  trustees, 

upon 


INDEX  TO  THE  PMNCIPAL  MATTERS. 


857' 


upon  trust  to  pay  the  dividends  to 
her  until  she  should  marry ;  and 
after  her  marriage,  upon  trust  to 
pay  the  dividends  to  her  separate 
use  for  her  life;  and  after  her  de- 
cease to  pay  the  same  to  her  hus- 
band for  his  life,  or  until  his  bank- 
ruptcy ;  and  after  his  decease  or 
bankruptcy,  in  trust  for  the  chil- 
dren of  the  settlor ;  and  if  no  child, 
for  such  person  or  persons  as  she 
should  by  deed  or  will  appoint ; 
and  in  de&ult  of  appointment, 
«pon  tcust  for  her  next  of  kin. 
The  aetdeoieot  is  irrevocable. 
BUI  V.  Cureion.        *       Page  50$ 


WARREN,  RIGHT  OF. 
See  Allotment. 

WILL. 
U  Bequest  to  a  female  when  and  if 
she  shouU  attain  twenty  •one,  to 
her  sole  and  separate  use ;  and  in 
case  of  her  death,  leaving  chil- 
dreuy  her  share  to  go  to  her  chil- 
dreni  Held,  to  vest  an  absolute 

'  interest  ia  the  legatee  on  her  at- 

'  taining  Iwenty^one.    Home  v.  PU- 

lam*  Page  15 

2.  A  testator  gave  a  sum  of  5000/. 

*  in  the.  event  o^  the  death  of  his 
nephew  «/.  W*  without  leaving 
issue)  to  beequaily  divided  among 

<  all  the  brothers  and  sisters  of 
«/.  Wm  who  should  be  living  at  the 
time  of  hb  death,  and  the  children 
then  living  of  any  of  his  brothers 

■  and  sisters  ^wbo  should  have  pre- 
viously depc^cted  this  life,  but  so 
thattthe  children  of  such  deceased 
brother  and  sister  should  take  only 


the  share  which  their  parent  would 
have  taken  if  living : 

Held,  that  a  child  of 'a  brother 
of*/.  W.y  which  brother  was  dead 
at  the  making  of  the  will,  took  no 
share  of  the  5000/.  Waugh  v. 
Waugh.  Page  41 

S.  A  legacy  of  500/.  a  piece  '*  to 
each  child  that  may  be  born  to 
either  of  the  children  of  eitlier  of 
my  brothers,  lawfully  begotten, 
to  be  paid  to  eadi  of  them  on  his 
or  her  attaining  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  without  benefit  of  sur- 
vivorship," does  ntft  include  a 
child  born  after  the  testator's 
•  death.    Stom  v.  Benbaw.         46 

4.  A  testator  in  the  first  place  di- 
rects the  payment  of  his  debts  and 
legacies  by  his  executors  after 
named.  }Ie  afterwards  devises  a 
real  estate  to  his  son  T.  D.  in  fee ; 
and  in  a  subsequent  part  of  his 
will  names  T.  D.  and  another  per^ 
son  his  executors,  who  both  prove 
the  wilU  The  estate  devised  to 
T,D>  not  being  a  devise  to  the 
executors  after  named,  is  not 
charged  with  debts  and  legacies. 
Warren  ▼.  Davies.  49 

5.  A  testator  directs  the  produce  of 
his  real  estate  to  be  invested  l^. 
his  executors  in  their  own  names 
in  4  per  cent,  consols.  He  then 
directs  them  to  transfer  the  4  per 
cent,  consols  and  3  per  cent,  con- 
sols,' then  standing  in.  his  name, 
to  .the  said  aqcount  in  their  own 
names,  and  «|fte^wards  disposes  of 
"  the  said  4  per  cent,  trust  stock." 
This  disposition,  under  the  special 
provisions  of  the  will^  includes  the 

3  per 
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3  per  cent,  consols  which  were 

standing  in  his  name  at  the  making 

of  the  will.    Jagues  v.  Johnson, 

Page  64 

6-  A  testator  gave  to  the  children  of 
his  sister,  the  late  £.  fV.^  whose 
names  he  enumerated,  ^*  or  to 
their  heirs/'  certain  legacies. 
Three  of  the  children  died  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  testator:  Held, 
that  the  legacies  to  these  children 
did  not  Upse,  but  that  their  next 
of  kin  took  by  substitution  at  the 
death  of  the  testator. 

The  same  testator  gave  all  the 
residue  of  his  property  **  in  equal 
shares  to  each  of  his  sisters,,  Af.  5. 
and  &  G.|  and  upon  their  deaths 
respectively  to  their  heirs."  Both 
sisters  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator :  Held,  that  the  next  of 
kin  of  3f .  iS.  and  of  iS.  G^  living 
at  the  death  of  the  testator,  were 
entitled  by  substitution  to  the 
gift  of  the  residue*  Gittings  v. 
M'Dermott.  69 

?•  A  testator  gave  his  real  estates 
to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  her 
decease  to  his  grand-daughter, 
the  only  child  of  his  deceased 
daughter,  her  heirs  and  assigns; 
but  in  case  she  should  die  under 
twenty-one  without  issue,  then 
over:  Held,  that  the  grand- 
daughteri  who  was  the  testator's 
sole  heir  at  law,  took  at  the  death 
of  the  tenant  for  life,  by  descent, 
and  not  by  purchase.  Manbridge 
V.  Plummer*  93 

8.  Where  a  testator  provides  a  fund 
for  the  payment  of  fines  on  admis- 
sion to  copyholds,  or  on  renewals 


of  leases*  the  nanoer  of  laisiag 
the  fines,  aad  tbe  queatioB  of  ceo- 
tribution  between  the  tenant  lor 
life  and  the  remainder-mao,  mb^ 
depend  upon  the  intention  of  tke 
testator,  to  be  collected  from  the 
whole  will.     JPlaj^s  r.  AbhetU 

Page  97 

9.  Where  a  testator  gave  his'resl 
estates,  and  also    his    residuaiy 
property,  to  his  wife  for  iiie,  with 
remainder   to     an    infant    grest 
nephew  for  life  ;  a  sratenent  in 
the  will  that  it  was  his  particular 
wish  and  request  that  his  wi£e  99A 
the  infant's  grandfatUer  vottM  m- 
perintend  and  take   care  o(  the 
infant's  education,  so  as  to  fit  him 
for  any  respectable  profession  or 
employment,  was  beld,  under  tbe 
circumstances,  and  upon  the  e^ect 
of  the  whole  instrument,  to  chsfge 
the  maintenance  and  education  0^ 
the  infant  upon  the  interest  uken 
by  the  testator's  widow  under  the 
will.     Fofcy  V.  Parrtf.  ISS 

10.  A  testator  gave  his  personal  c^ 
tate  to  trustees,  iq>oa  trust  to 
convert  into  money,  and  invest  thr 
same,  and  to  pay  the  interest  to 
his  mother  for  her  life ;  and  aft^** 
the  decease  of  his  mother  he  g^^ 
all  his  estate  and  effects  to  such 
person  or  persons  as  she  A»^ 
by  her  will  direct  and  appoi^^^^ 
and  in  case  his  said  mother  afeoala 
die  without  a  will,  then  to  ««b 
person  or  persons  as  would  be  so- 
titled  to  the  same  by  virtue  of  the 
statute  of  distributions.  The  100- 
ther  survived  the  testator,  ^m 
died  intestate :  Held,  that  the  tei- 

totor'i 
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-  lator'fl  next  of  kin  at  the  death  of 
tlie  mother  were  entitled  to  the  be- 
quest. Briden  ▼•  HevdeU.  Page  90 

11.  A  testatrix  gave  to  J.B.  and 
his  wife,  and  the  survivor  of  them, 
m  annuity  of  lOtf.  daring  their 
respective  lives,  in  case  J,  B, 
afaotiid  become  incapable  to  col- 
lect, or  be  discharged  from  col- 
lecting, the  rents  of  a  particular 
estate ;  the  annuity  to  commence 
and  become  payable  from  the  first 
quarter  day  afler  her  decease,  or 
after  he  should  cease  to  ceJIect 
the  rents.  The  husband  survived 
the  testatrix,  but  died  soon  after- 
wards, having  coatinned  to  receive 
the  rests  till  his  death.  The  wife 
is  entitled  to  the  annuity  of  100/. 
for  her  lif*..    Britiain  v.  Fkming, 

147 

12.  If  the  general  intention  of  a 
testator  can  be  collected  upon  the 
whole  will,  particular  terms  used, 
which  9r9  inconsistent  with  that 
intention,  nay  he  rejected  as  in- 
troduced by  the  testator's  mis. 
take  or  ignorance  of  the  force  of 
the  words  used. 

Where  the  latter  part  of  a  will 
is  inconsistent  with  a  prior  part, 
the  latter  part  will  prevail.  Sher- 
rait  V.  BeniUy.  149 

15.  A  testatrix  ga!ve  the  interest 
of  her  residuary  property  to  her 
two  grand-daugfhters,  who  were 
iMMih  tmmarrred  at  the  date  of  the 
will;  and  she  directed  that  the 
interest  should  be  for  and  under 
their  sole  control,  the  principal  to 
be  equally  divided  for  the  use  of 
their  surviving  issue,   and    that 


M.  W^  their  niother,  should  have 
no  control  whatever  over  it.  One 
'  of  the  grandniaughters,  E.  W.^ 
married  after  the  death  of  the 
testatrix,  and  her  husband  became 
insolvent:  Held,  that  the  words 
of  the  will  did  not  indicate  an  in- 
tention to  exclude  the  marital 
control,  and  that  the  legacy  to 

E,  Wm  passed  to  her  insolvent 
husband's  assignee. 

Semble,  that,  if  the  words  had 
indicated  an  intention  to  give  (life 
interest  of  the  property  to  the 
separate  use  of.  the  grand^daiigh- 
ters,  the  legacy  would  still  have 
passed  to  the  assignee  of  the  iq- 
solvent  husband;  for  a  gift  to  the 
separata  use  of  an  unaiarried 
woman  will  not  restrict  her  fight 
of  disposing,  in  any  manner,  of 
the  property  gLven,  and  conse- 
quently o£  giving  it,  if  she  think 
fit,  by  the  act  of  asarriage,  to 
her  husband.  Ma»sey  v.  Parker. 
Page  174 
14.  By  the  marriage  settlement  of 
a  widow,  her  property  was  as- 
signed to  two  trustees^  upon  Crust 
to  invest  and  pay  the  dividends  to 
her  for  her  life  for  her  own  sole 
and  separate  use ;  and  aft«r  her 
decease^  upon  trust  to  pay  the 
flind  to  her  daughter  by  her  first 
husband^  *'  for  her  own  use  an4 
benefit.*'  The  daughter's  husband, 

F.  H.,  who  was  one  of  the  trustees 
of  the  settlement,  became  bwk- 
rupt :  Held  that,  on  the  death  of 
the  tenant  for  life,  the  assignee 

.  of  F.  H.  was  entitled  to  the  fund, 
subject  to  the  wife*s  equity  foe  a 

settle- 
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settletnenL     Kensington  v.  Dot-- 
lond.  Page  184 

15.  A  testatrix  gave  a  legacy  to  a 
female  for  life ;  and,  in  case  she 
married,  then  to  be  for  her  sole 
and  separate  use,  without  power 
of  anticipation.  A  grant  of  an 
annuity  charged  on  this  legacy, 
and  made  before  marriage,  cannot 
prevail  against  the  legatee  af- 
ter marriage.    Brovon  v.  Pocock. 

189 

16.  Words  of  expectation  in  a  will, 
not  amounting  to  recommendation, 
will  not  create  a  trust.  Lechmere 
V.  Lavie.  14-7 

17.  Bequest  of  a  residue  to  D.  for 
'  life,  with  remainder  to  her  daugh- 
ter L^  if  she  should  survive  her 
mother  and  attain  twenty-one ; 
but,  if  not,  then  to  such  other 
children  of  D.  as  should  be  living 
at  their  mother's  decease,  and 
should  attain  twenty-one;  and  if 
all  such  other  children  of  D. 
should  die  under  twenty-one,  then 
over    to    M.;   D.  survived   her 

-  daughter  L.,  and  her  only  other 
child  attained  twenty-one,  but 
died  in  her  lifetime :  Held,  that 
on  the  death  of  Z).  leaving  no 
children,  the  bequest  over  to  Af. 
took  effect.   Mackinnon  v.  SewelL 

202 

18.  A  bequest  of  residue  "  to  my 
executors  hereinailer  named,  to 
enable  theip  to  pay  my  debts, 
legacies,  funeral  and  testamentary 
charges,  and  also  to  recompense 
them  foe  their  trouble,  equally 
between  them,"  followed  by  the 
appointment  of  three  persons  as 


executors,  is  a  gift  to  those  ^er* 
sons  as  a  class  in  their  official 
character;  and,  therefore,  one 
having  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator,  the  whole  residue  vests 
in  the  two  survivors.  Knigkt  t. 
Gould.  Page  295 

19.    The  testator  gave  to  each  of 
certain  infant  nephews  and  nieces, 
by  name,  400/.,  **  with  compound 
interest  at  5  per  cent,  per  annum, 
from  the  day  of  their  birth,  to  be 
settled  on  their  marrying  or  at- 
taining twenty -one  years,  which- 
ever may  first  happen:*'    Held, 
that  compound  interest  at  5  per 
cent,  was  to  run  on  each  of  the 
legacies  from   the  birth-days   of 
the  several  legatees  till  their  mar- 
riage or  majority  respectively,  and 
not  merely  to  the  day  of  the  tes- 
tator's death. 

A  bequest  of  **  my  wines  and 
property  in  England"  held  to  pass 
the  testator's  property  in  England 
of  every  description,  including 
money  in  the  funds  and  at  his 
banker's,  debts,  and  arrears  of  a 
pcfnsion  due  to  him,  and  not  con- 
fined to  property  ejtudem  generis 
with  wines. 

The  testator  desired  that  il., 
B.f  and  C.  might  each  enjoy, 
during  life,  the  interest  of  800^ 
sterling,  the  principal  to  devolve 
eventually  to  his  residuary  lega- 
tees. He  directed  the  residue  of 
his  property  to  be  divided  into 
three  equal  parts,  one  part  to 
each  of  his  brothers  and  his  sis- 
ter ;  and  if  his'  brothers  and  sis- 
ter should  not  survive  him,  or 

leave 
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ieave  legal  issue  liviiig  at  the  tes- 
tator's deatby  then  their  shares  to 
devolve  in  equal  proportions  to 
the  survivors,  as  well  as  the  shares 
that  might  have  been  devised  to 
their  issue.  The  testator's  es- 
tate was  not  su£Scient  to  pay  the 
legacies  in  full :  Held,  upon  the 
death  of  one  of  the  tenants  for 
life,  that  an  apportionment  of  the 
legacy  of  SOO/.,  set  apart  to  an- 
swer her  life-ititeresty  fell  into  the 
residue,  and  was  not  given  over 
to  the  residuary  legatees  in  their 
individual  character;  and  that  the 
surviving  tenants  for  life  were  en- 
titled to  have  the  deficiencies  in 
their  annuities  satisfied  out  of  the 
released  fund.  AmM  v.  Arnold. 
Page  365 

20.  A  testator  bequeathed  lease- 
hold property  to  his  daughter  for 
her  own  and  sole  use,  free  of  con- 
trol of  any  present  husband,  or 
any  husband  to  come.  'The 
daughter  was  unmarried  at  the 
date  of  the  will,  and  at  the  death 
of  the  testator.  She  married 
without  a  settlement,  and,  having 
shortly  afterwards  separated  from 
her  husband,  she  filed  a  bill 
Against  him,  claiming  to  be  enti- 
tled to  the  leasehold  property  be- 
queathed to  her  separate  use: 
Held,  that  she  was  so  entitled ; 
and  a  conveyance  to  the  plaintiff, 
to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  was 
directed  accordingly.  Anderson 
V.  Anderson.  427 

21.  A  testator  bequeathed  20001. 
consols  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to 
pay  the  interest  to  his  daughter 

Vol.  U. 


S«,  to  her  separate  use,  during 
her  life;  the  principal  to  go  to 
her  heirs,  or  any  other  she  might 
choose  to  will  it  to.  S,  married ; 
and,  by  a  deed  in  the  Scotch  form, 
and  executed  in  Scothndf  reciting 
the  will,  she  granted  and  assigned 
the  2000/.  consols^  from  and  after 
her  decease,  to  and  in  favour  of 
her  husband  and  his  son  by  a  for- 
mer marriage:  Held,  that  the 
words  ^*  to  will  it,"  meant  to  dis- 
pose of  it  by  will,  and  that  the 
disposition  of  the  fund  by  the 
deed  in  the  Scotch  form  was  not 
a  valid  execution  of  the  power. 
Paul  V.  Hewetson.         Page  434 

22.  The  testator  began  his  will  by 
directing  that  all  his  just  debts, 
funeral  and  other  incidental  ex- 
penses, should  be  paid  with  all 
convenient  speed  after  his  decease. 
By  a  codicil  he  devised  a  particu- 
lar estate,  upon  trust,  in  the  first 
place,  to  pay  the  annuity  to  his 
wife,  and  to  apply  the  surplus  to 
the  payment  of  his  simple  con- 
tract debU:  Held,  that  the  real 
estate  was  not  charged  with  the 
payment  of  debtSt 

Qjuare,  —  Whether  the  in- 
troductory words,  without  more, 
would  have  charged  the  real 
estate?  Douce  v.  Lady  Torring- 
ton.  600 

23.  A  testator,  after  a  specific  be- 
quest of  part  of  his  personal  es- 
tate, devises  all  his  freehold,  copy, 
hold,  and  leasehold  estates,  and 
all  the  residue  of  his  personal  es- 
tate and  effects,  after  pigfinent  of 
his  just  debts   and  fut^ral  ex- 

3  L  penses. 
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penses,  to  trustees,  their  heirs, 
executors,  and  adnstnistrators,  up- 
on certain  trusts.  The  real  estate 
is  charged  with  the  payment  of 
debts.      WUkers  y.  Kennedy. 

Page  607 
24.  A  testator  directed  estates  to 
be  sold,  and  the  produce  to  be 
applied  in  payment  of  the  mort- 
gages due  from  him,  and  the  re- 
sidue of  the  produce  to  be  con- 
sidered and  applied  as  part  of  the 
residue  of  his  personal  estate ; 
and  he  gave  and  devised  the  re- 
sidue of  his  real  and  personal 
estate  upon  trust,  after  payment 
of  his  just  debtSi  fbr  the  benefit 
of  all  his  children;  and  the  tes- 
tator pflerwards,  by  a  codicil, 
confined  the  residuary  gift  of  the 
produce  of  the  estates  directed 
to  be  sold  to  his  younger  children : 
Held,  first,  that  the  devisees  of 
the  produce  of  the  real  estate 
directed  to  be  sold  were  entitled 
to  have  the  personal  estate  ap- 
plied in  payment  of  the  mort- 
gages; secondly,  that  pecuniary 
legatees  were  entitled  to  stand 
in  the  place  of  the  mortgagees, 
against  the  estates  so  devised,  to 
the  extent  to  which  the  mortgages 
had  been  paid  out  of  the  personal 
estates;  and,  thirdly,  that  such 
pecuniary  legatees  were  not  en- 
titled to  stand  in  the  place  of  a 
vendor  to  the  testator,  part  of 
whose  purchase-money  remained 
unpaid  at  the  testator's  deaths  to 
the  extent  to  which  his  lien  upon 
the  estate  sold  had  been  satisfied 
out  of  the  personal  estate.  IVyihe 
v.  Henniker.  ^^ 


25.  A  testatrix  directed  several 
sums  to  be  paid  to  certain  Roman 
Catholic  priests  and  chapela,  de- 
smng  that  they  might  be  paid  as 
soon  as  possible  after  her  decease, 
that  she  might  have  the  benefit  of 
their  prayers  and  masses;  and 
she  gave  the  residue  of  her  pro- 
perty to  trustees,  upon  trust,  to 
pay  10/.  each  to  the  ministers  of 
certain  specified  Roman  Catholic 
chapels,  for  the  benefit  of  their 
prayers  for  the  repose  of  her 
soul,  and  that  of  her  deceased 
husband,  and  to  appropriate  the 
remainder  in  such  way  as  diey 

•  might  judge  best  calculated  to 
promote  the  knowledge  of  the 
Catholic  Christian  religion  among 
the  poor  and  ignorant  inhabitants 
of  SrtMk  Dak  and  Wension  Dale: 
Held^  that  the  gifts  to  priests  and 
chapels  were  void^  and  that  the 
next  of  kin  was  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  failure;  but  that  the 
gift  of  the  residue  was  valid  within 
the  2  A  3'  H^.  4.  c.  115.  West  v. 
ShutOttoofih.  Page  684 

26.  When  a  testator  limits  his  resi- 
duary property  to*  one  for  life, 
with' remainders  over,  it  is  primd 

facie  to  be  intended  that  the  tes- 
tator means  that  the  property 
which  is  given  to  the  tenant  tot 
life  is  to  pass  to  those  entitled  in 
remainder ;  and  if  any  part  of  the 
property  be  of  a  wasting  nature, 
as  long  annuities,  or  leasehold,  it 
must  be  immediately  sold  and 
converted  into  permanent  pro- 
perty, unless,  upon  the  whole 
context  of  the  will,  it  shall  appear 

that 
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that  the  testator  bad  not  that  in. 
tention. 

Where  the  testator  gave  the 
residue  of  his  estate,  real  and  per- 
sonal, t»  bis  executors  upoa  trust, 
to  permit  his  wife  to  receive  the 
rents,  profits,  and  annual  proceeds 
thereof  to  her  sole  use  during  her 
life,  and  after  her  decease  upon 
trust  to  sell  his  freehold  house  in 
Oxford  Street^  and  also  his  lease- 
hold bouses,  by  auction ;  and  the 
testator  desired  that  E.  A.  should 
be  employed  as  auctioneer,  to 
convert  the  whole  of  his  estate 
into  money  for  the  purposes 
therein  mentioned:  it  was  heldf 
that  the  widow  was  entitled  to 
enjoy  for  her  life  the  income  of 
the  testator's  long  annuities. 
Alcock  V.  Sloper.  Page  699 

27.  A  testator  gave  to  his  wife  all 
and  every  part  of  his  property,  in 
every  shape,  and  without  any  re- 
serve, for  her  life;  and  at  her 
deatli  the  property  so  left  to  be 
divided,  one  half  among  certain 
persons  mentioned,  the  other  half 
to  be  at  the  sole  disposal  of  his 
wife.  Part  of  the  testator's  pro- 
perty was  leasehold:  Held,  that 
the  persons  to  whom  a  moiety  of 
the  testator's  property  was  given 
over  were  not  entitled  to  have 
the  leasehold  property  sold,  but 
that  the  widow  was  entitled  to 
enjoy  it  for  her  life.  Collins  v. 
CMins.  703 

28.  If  upon  the  whole  will  it  plainly 
appear  that  the  testator  meant  to 
pass  leasehold  property  under  the 
description    of  real    estate,  the 


Court  will  give  effect  to  his  inten-, 
tion»     €hodman  v.  Edwards. 

Page  759 

29»  A  testator  cannot  by  a  will 
duly  executed  reserve  to  himself 
a  power  to  charge  his  real  estate 
for  the  payment  of  legacies,  or 
for  any  other  purpose,  by  an 
unattested  codicil.  Whi^all  v. 
Katf.  765 

SO.  A  testator  devised  his  real  es- 
tates to  his  first  cousin,  Thomas 
Pearce^  for  life ;  and  after  T.  P.'s 
decease,  he  devised  all  his  estates, 
as  well  real  as  personal,  to  such 
of  his  the  testator's  relations  of 
the  name  of  Pearce^  being  a  male, 
as  T.  P.  should  by  deed  or  will 
appoint ;  and  in  default,  of  such 
appointment,  to  such  of  his  the 
testator's  relations  of  the  name  of 
Pearcef  being  a  male,  as  T.  P. 
should  approve  of  or  adopt,  if  he 
should  be  living  at  the  death  of 
T.  P.,  and  his  heirs,  executors, 
&c.  And  in  case  T.  P,  should 
not  adopt  any  such  male  relation, 
or  no  such  male  relation  should 
be  living  at  the  death  of  T.  P., 
then  to  the  next  and  nearest  rela- 
tion or  nearest  of  kin  of  him  the 
testator  of  the  name  of  Pearce^ 
being  a  male ;  or  the  elder  of  such 
male  relations  in  case  there  should 
be  more  than  one  of  equal  degree, 
who  should  be  living  at  the  testa- 
tor's decease,  his  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  for  ever. 
The  testator  had  a  brother  Z., 
who  had  gone  to  sea,  and  had  not 
been  heard  of  for  many  years; 
and,  supposing  Z.  to  have  died 
without 
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wiihout  issue,  the  nearest  rdation 
of  the  testator  at  his  ilecease  was 
the  tenant  for  life,  T,P.;  and 
next  to  him,  22.  P.,  the  phunti£ 

2".  P.  died  without  issue,  and 
without    having    exercised    the 


power  0f  appowtmeat  or  adopcioa 
given  to  him  by  the  will. 

Qmere^  as  to  the  right  of  T.  P. 
to  lake  under  the  ultimate  limit- 
ation.    Ptafce  V.    Vincent* 

Page  800 
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